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Abstract 
 
This project set out to investigate the process of deciding to be an organ donor or not, 
and why the chosen target group of young females between 20-26 who are positive 
towards organ donation, have not registered. The aim was to develop the concept of 
an app with which individuals can register, gain information, and additionally 
determine how the app should be presented in terms of design, distribution etc. 
Two focus group interviews were conducted and serve as empirical material. The 
results are reached through an analysis based on the theories: Positioning, Sepstrup’s 
five characteristics of a receiver and Schrøder’s multi-dimension model. 
An app would be suitable for reaching a young target audience as well for creating a 
platform for social debate, which is necessary to increase the number of registrations. 
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Summary 
Vi vil i denne opgave redegøre for den problematik som er forbundet med 
beslutningen om, at registrere sig som organ donor. Derudover vil der blive lagt vægt 
på, hvilke faktorer der har en indflydelse på denne beslutning. 
Vi udformede vores problemformulering således: 
”Hvilke problematikker er relevante når det drejer sig om målgruppens beslutning 
om at registrere sig som organ donor og hvordan opfatter og modtager udvalgte 
målgruppe app’en?” 
Med afsæt i ovenstående problemformulering, udformede vi adskillige 
underspørgsmål, hvis formål var at undersøge relaterede emner til problemfeltet. 
Projektet er skrevet ud fra et social konstruktivistisk perspektiv, hvilket vil sige, at 
den viden som bliver produceret og ligeledes beslutningen om at blive organ donor, er 
konstrueret gennem sociale kontekster. 
Vores empiri, hvorpå vores analyse er bygget, består af to fokusgruppe-interviews, 
hvor alle deltagere er unge kvinder i alderen 20-26 år. Derefter er det empiriske 
materiale blevet kondenseret til to grove referater, der repræsenterer de vigtigste 
elementer i interviewet, samt deltagernes holdninger og meninger konstrueret gennem 
social interaktion.  
Analysen består af positionerings teori som belyser måden hvorpå deltagernes 
meninger og holdninger er positioneret i forhold til hinanden. Dette skabte et 
udgangspunkt for en diskussion af hvorvidt det er en fordel at emnet bliver diskuteret 
i sociale kontekster, med det formål at øge antallet af registrerende.  
Dernæst anvendte vi Preben Sepstrups teori til at undersøge hvilke af  modtagerens 
karakteristika spiller en væsentlig rolle for modtagelsen af et kommunikationsprodukt. 
Dette belyste hvor lille en rolle organ donation spiller i målgruppens hverdag og 
åbnede op for en diskussion om hvorledes man kan gøre emnet relevant for valgte 
målgruppe.  
Afslutningsvis, bidrog Kim Schrøders receptions-analyse til nye fortolkninger af 
målgruppens præferencer vedrørende konceptet af app’en, som udgør vores produkt. 
Gennem undersøgelsen af valgte målgruppe og konceptudviklingen af en app’en, 
konkluderede vi at app’ens fordele er mange i og med at den ”møder folket hvor 
folket er”, simplificerer en i forvejen kompliceret beslutningen om at skulle donere 
sine organer og sidst men ikke mindst skaber en platform hvorpå emnet på lettere vis 
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kan blive diskuteret i en social kontekst.  
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1. Preview 
 
Sundhedsstyrelsen’s (Danish Health and Medicines Authority) official website states 
that the Danish people position themselves in an increasingly positive way (more than 
80% are positive – Appendix 1) to their organs being passed on when they die. This is 
contrasted with the amount of people who are actually registered (only 20 % - 
Appendix 1). 
On sundhedsstyrelsen.dk information about how to sign up is available alongside a 
list of problems connected to decision regarding this matter, like stressing that it is a 
big decision and that it is important to talk to your family about it, as they have to 
decide for you if you do not register. 
Bjørn Ursin Knudsen is a sociologist and works with organ donation at 
Sundhedsstyrelsen, and we initiated a brief correspondence with him in order to 
obtain information about the matter. He presented some interesting facts (Appendix 1) 
on who have registered as organ donors. He explained that more women than men 
have registered and that people who are younger are more prone to register, which is 
due to the fact that older individuals believe that they are too old for their organs to be 
donated (Appendix 1). 
On Facebook several pages are available, where the one that seems most successful 
with almost 110,000 likes is called “Organdonation: Jeg har taget stilling” 
(https://www.facebook.com/organdonation). This Facebook page does not 
problematize the fact that it is important to register, but instead only encourages 
people to decide on whether to be or not to be an organ donor. 
This issue seems to be prevalent in previous campaigns as well, especially the ones 
issued by Sundhedsstyrelsen, where catchphrases such as “Organdonor? Tag snakken 
– tag ansvaret” (Appendix 2) and “Vil du være organdonor?” (Appendix 5) is offered, 
only encouraging people to decide. 
Part of Sundhedsstyrelsen’s strategy of getting the Danish population to sign up is to 
send out a letter and a donor-card when people turn 18 
(http://webarkiv.ft.dk/Samling/20031/salen/B209_BEH1_96_4_1.htm), or when 
people change their address. If this donor-card is filled out and carried around, then 
doctors will know what to do with organs if one dies, and the family do not have to 
make that decision. But if the donor-card is not present and a registration has not 
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taken place, online or by mail, the decision falls into the hands of family. 
Knudsen also enlightened us, when it comes to actual registrations, explaining that 
between the people who are positive towards organ donation (80%) and the people 
who have registered (20%) are those who have filled out the donor-card or talked to 
their family members, thus made them aware of their decision. This means that the 
20% who have registered are not a reflection of the entire group who has made their 
decision. 
2. Introduction 
 
The choice of topic of this project, started with a print media campaign conducted by 
a fellow student of ours during his second workshop “Print Media”. It introduced a 
campaign, through which people could scan a QR code, which would take the user 
directly to an app to register as an organ donor. This project clearly positioned organ 
donation and the lack of registration as a problem, which has its roots in 
communication. Their aim was to make it easier for people to register by creating 
awareness through posters and by presenting an easy option to register by scanning a 
QR code (Appendix 8). 
In the evaluation of this campaign on the last session of this workshop, it became 
apparent, that a QR code is not relevant to the target group presented to that day – us. 
The audience consisted of four different workshops and the campaign was presented 
to us on the event called Showtime. 
Due to this, we quickly decided to leave his campaign behind, and instead focus on 
the problem of getting people to sign up as organ donors. Although we neglected his 
particular proposed method of using communication to increase registration, we still 
wanted to investigate whether or not this issue could be solved by communicative 
means. 
In order to gain an understanding of why people choose not to sign up, we believed 
that it would be interesting and necessary to investigate if it is difficult for the target 
group to make a decision regarding the matter, and which factors that determine 
whether or not to register as organ donors. 
Our initial beliefs of how to carry out this project in terms of theories and analytical 
tools, needed to be based on some information about organ donation and namely these 
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factors, in order to clarify the validity and relevance of investigating the matter. 
Finding information in terms of statistics is difficult, as Sundhedsstyrelsen does not 
publish any of these on its website, and we as researchers found it cumbersome to 
obtain other reliable information about it. As Sundhedsstyrrelsen is the immediate and 
obvious institution for information on this topic, we found it interesting, that they do 
not have a large amount of information available. This inspired us to venture the 
creation of our own quantitative survey, which helped us to determine our target 
group, and clarified some issues that needed more attention in the focus groups, 
however the survey was later on neglected in order to focus more on the focus groups. 
3. Problem Field & Motivation 
 
The interest rose from the wondering of why people who believe organ donation to be 
a positive thing and have decided to donate their organs have not yet registered, and 
the reasons behind this. It is also personally interesting to us as we have both decided 
to donate organs, and have not yet registered – just like our target group. This 
tendency of deciding to do something and then not getting it done is also relevant, in 
terms of examining the gap between intention of behaviour and actual behaviour. 
Moreover, several other issues are interesting when examining the problem. What is it 
that motivates people to register? Is it the convenience of the process of signing up, 
i.e. the donor card or Sundhedsstyrelsen’s website? Is it personal experiences with the 
topic, e.g. having a grandparent who has received an organ? Is religion a factor? Is it 
psychological attributes of the individual like caring, loving etc. that determines 
whether or not to register? Is it due to social factors e.g. having friends who have or 
have not registered? 
In continuation of social surroundings playing a role, the interest in investigating how 
the different opinions about organ donation are created would be appropriate. 
Examining the role of individuals’ social surroundings in terms of registering, 
investigating how often people are confronted with the topic and how big a part of 
their lives it plays, is vital in order to see if it is the lack of personal relevance that 
determines the registration of the individual. 
Additionally, a wondering of whether technology has a role in the process of 
registering occurred and presented another variable affecting the decision to register. 
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Would simplifying the process of signing up help to get more people to register or are 
the pre-existing options adequate? 
4. App 
 
As a development of the initial idea of using a QR-code and an app to increase 
registrations, it is interesting to explore this field of smart-phone or tablet technology, 
as a communicative channel.  
This application, or app, will serve as our product and the sender would be 
Donorregisteret, as the app would be directly connected to the official donor register.  
We wish to elaborate the app in collaboration with our target group. This aim was set 
as a result of our personal experience with ways of communicating via technology 
and in particular apps. In order to elaborate the belief that apps are appropriate in 
terms of reaching the target group, we will investigate how apps are perceived and 
used by the target group and what appeals to them in relation to design, distribution, 
information and validity. 
5. Target group 
 
In the establishment of ways to go and in the determination of aims for this project, 
Bjørn Knudsen made us aware that the entire population of Denmark is actually the 
target audience of Sundhedsstyrelsen (Appendix 1). 
This was obviously not within the scope of our project, which is why we narrowed 
down the target group to be young girls between the ages of 20-26.  
The deduction was a result of our own personal experience with the topic, as we are in 
fact a part of the said target group who have made the decision to be organ donors, but 
have not yet registered. This served as our motivation to investigate this group of 
young females between the ages of 20-26. 
6. Limitations 
 
Due to limited time and resources we have chosen to limit the project to a target group 
who is already positive towards organ donation, as the task was not to convince 
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people that organ donation is a positive thing, but instead to examine why people who 
are positive towards it have not yet registered. 
Additionally we limit the target group to females within the age group of 20-26, as we 
ourselves are a part of this particular group and the recruitment of participants for 
focus group interviews is easy accessible.  
It is a limitation to the reception analysis that we do not present the target group with 
a physical and tangible product, but instead ask them to position themselves to 
something only explained. However the production of such an app is outside the 
scope of this project. 
7. Aim of the Project 
 
The aim of this project is to investigate the process of deciding whether to be an organ 
donor or not, why the target group have not yet registered as organ donors, and to 
develop a concept of an app in which individuals can register, gain information, and 
investigate how it should be presented, designed, distributed etc. 
8. Problem Formulation 
 
What issues are relevant when it comes to the target group registering as organ donors 
and how is the app perceived by the chosen target group? 
9. Research Questions 
 
1. What does the target group associate with organ donation?  
2. Why has the target group not registered yet? 
3. How are the attitudes towards organ donation constructed within a social context?  
4. How can organ donation be made relevant to the target group? 
5. Will the target group register as organ donors via an app? 
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10. Theory of Science 
 
Social constructivism, act as our perspective, through which the project is approached. 
The social constructivist perspective has shaped the chosen theories and the way in 
which they will be applied. 
10.1 Social-constructivism 
 
Rasborg argues that central issues in social constructivism are how to comprehend the 
relation between thinking and reality, between subject and object, and between 
language and what the language is about (Rasborg in Fuglsang & Olesen: 350). 
According to Rasborg it is important to distinguish between the firstly 
epistemological constructivism, where the scientific theories is dependant on the 
social factors that surrounded the process of creating the theories, as opposed to what 
is actually being examined through this process. 
The ontological constructivism view reality as constituted by the comprehension that 
surrounds its object, meaning that facts are constituted in a social process where a 
collective dismissal or approval takes place (Ibid: 352). In the ontological perspective: 
“it is first and foremost the ordinary actors’ knowledge and practice that constructs 
the social reality”, which is also what is relevant for our project examining the 
decision to or not to sign up as an organ donor. 
Halkier argues that social-constructivism as a methodological approach assume that 
personal accounts and understandings of the world or a given topic are constructed 
through social relations and contexts (Halkier, 2012:13). This allows us to view our 
findings as results of the social interaction in the focus groups. 
Through this perspective, the empirical data gathered by conducting two focus 
groups, is produced through the relations and interaction the participants have to and 
with each other. Thus, reality is coloured and shaped by the interaction between the 
participants, which creates concepts of knowledge. These concepts can help in the 
uncovering of our interests in the topic of organ donation. 
The theories operationalized in this social constructivist project, show resemblance of 
the way of thinking of socially produced material, where positioning argue that people 
take on different positions in different situations with different people, which also 
bear a certain level of personal history. Sepstrup argues that there are different factors 
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in a communicative process and these factors are arguably a result of social 
interaction. The multi-dimensional model as articulated by Schrøder implies that the 
different dimensions are produced and co-produced individually and socially, thus 
again emphasizing the validity of the use of the ideology. 
11. Theoretical Scheme 
 
In the proceeding the three chosen theories will be explained and operationalized in 
accordance with our empirical material. 
 
11.1 Positioning 
 
“An individual emerges through the processes of social interaction, not as a relatively 
fixed end product but as one who is constituted and reconstituted through the various 
discursive practices in which they participate” (Davies & Harré 1990: 46). 
The theory of positioning as articulated by Harré is built on a social constructivist 
point of departure, where the relations and interactions in dialogue, is more than just 
situational dependant, but also connected to practices and institutions in various social 
contexts (Halkier 2012: 99). 
Positionings are fluid, and stand in contrast to identities and positions, and are widely 
understood as dependant on and structured by “social life’s institutionalized 
practices”, but at the same time leave room for autonomy for the subjects. 
Looking at focus groups and the analysis hereof through the lenses of positioning, 
interaction is viewed as something fluid and characterised by a multitude of different 
positionings. It co-exists with the understanding of social constructivism. In order to 
understand the target group on another level it is important to investigate the forces 
that drive the subject to act, including speaking, in a certain way.  
Harré argues that the self is made up of a multiplicity of selves, and that these selves 
shape how we view the world from a specific vantage point from the current position 
and through the tools made possible from this position (Davies & Harré 1990: 46-47). 
Furthermore, the authors argue that the positionings one undertake are not something 
that is made available to choose actively and subjectively from, but instead something 
the individual is naturally framed in. Thus, positioning is not necessarily intentional 
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and a life is lived in accordance to the production of reproduction of the self, which is 
dependant on various forces and not only the subject itself. 
The author argues that a conversation “unfolds through the joint action of all the 
participants as they make (or attempt to make) their own and each other’s actions 
socially determinate” (Ibid: 45). 
Additionally, stories is a sense-making tool in order to comprehend our own life, 
which are located differently in terms of language, concepts, issues and moral 
judgements present in a conversation, or for example, a focus group interview. 
The way through which one can identify positions in social surroundings is to extract 
 
“the autobiographical aspects of a conversation in which it becomes possible to find 
out how each conversant conceives of themselves and of the other participants by 
seeing what position they take up and in what story, and how they are then 
positioned” (Ibid: 48). 
Cumulative fragments of a lived biography thus make up the positions undertaken by 
an individual (Ibid: 49). It is also these autobiographies that a conversant displays of 
themselves or assigns to others, explicitly or implicitly, thus creating a subject 
position that the other conversant may or may not take up.  
Halkier presents three types of common positionings undertaken by subjects in a 
focus group, the first of which being self-positioning, where one position oneself in a 
certain way in relation to the normative discourses agreed upon in the group, thus 
conceptualizing it, within the situational frames constituted by the focus 
group(Halkier, 2012:100-101). 
The second positioning Halkier presents is the second-positioning, where subjects 
position other subjects in accordance to the normative discourses. Again, the 
conceptualising of the position of the other person is made possible by the current 
environment it happens in (Ibid: 101). 
When either of these positionings are in play certain notions should be taken into 
account according to Davis and Harré. Firstly, the words chosen by a speaker contain 
images and metaphors, both assuming and invoking the way one position themselves 
or others, and these might not be intentional and not necessarily carefully chosen, but 
rather naturally, being determined of the current occasion. Furthermore, the occasion 
is not necessarily perceived in the same way, by all participants, where several 
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notions shape the perception in different ways. Notions such as moral commitments, 
understanding of self, attitudes and values, colour the view on the initial speaker by 
the other participants. (Davies & Harré 1990) 
The position through which the speaker utters anything, is expected to be followed by 
utterances relating to the same position, which is why and how positions are 
maintained. 
Lastly Halkier presents how the exchanges of self-positioning legitimates certain 
practices, where these positionings serve as a process of developing a consensus 
among the focus groups’ participants. (Halkier 2012:101). 
 
11.2 Preben Sepstrup 
 
According to Sepstrup, five characteristics can be of help in the determination and 
analysis of a communication process (Sepstrup 2011:164). In our investigation of how 
our target group will change behaviour in terms of registering as organ donors, the 
theory is relevant; as it will highlight the different steps the consumer goes through 
when considering a communication process. 
These characteristics have for the purpose of this project been translated into life 
situation, perception of relevance, the need for information, the value of information, 
and the cost of information. These characteristics are what colour the selective 
processes in the receiver (Ibid) and will serve the purpose of uncovering why the 
target group have not yet registered and point in direction of how one can get them to 
register. 
 
11.2.1 Life Situation 
 
The term life situation embraces different variables such as knowledge, experience, 
interests, values, education, age and gender, and these variables may not always be 
present at all time, but more sporadic in their way of influencing the use of 
communication products (Sepstrup 2011: 164). 
The elements of this characteristic can be divided into two categories in order to 
understand why some respond to and use a communication product in a different way 
than others. The first of the categories are the psychological, where attributes such as 
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open-minded, aggressive, conservative and idealistic belong. These attributes are 
believed to surface naturally in the participants positioning of themselves throughout 
the focus groups. 
The other category is social relations, which express, with whom and how much a 
person is socially active. This social network is important to consider when 
determining the use of media, as some groups are more open to certain types of 
communicative channels than others and must be considered in order to succeed (Ibid: 
165). Due to this, the participants of the focus groups were asked where they would 
like to be presented with the app or the topic or organ donation in general. 
Additionally they are asked whether they like to discuss organ donation with someone 
and with whom.  
 
11.2.2 Perception of relevance 
 
This category is vital to the receiver’s selection of attention towards the 
communication products in question. The medium through which the product is 
communicated to the target audience is important and relevant (Sepstrup 2011: 166).  
The communication product can be relevant in a “here-and-now” sense and in a more 
long-term oriented view but can also be influences by variables such as age and 
gender. 
The design of a communicative product with the aim of taking use of the perception 
of relevance, should consider the characteristics embedded in the term life situation, 
which can enable a balance between the relevance perceived by the sender and the 
relevance perceived by the receiver (Ibid: 167). 
In order to investigate the relevance of an app and organ donation as a topic for the 
target group, questions concerning how often the participants are confronted with the 
topic and how often they think of the topic are posed in order to cement their 
perceived relevance of the topic in their everyday life. In continuation of this, 
attention is paid to the relevance of the medium – the app, in order to investigate if 
this is an appropriate channel for the target group and a relevant way of reaching 
them. 
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11.2.3 The need for information 
 
This need is developed when an individual desires to know more than what is 
subjectively perceived to know (Sepstrup 2011: 173). 
Different people can know the same thing but perceive the nature of this knowledge in 
alternate ways, which is why the perception of knowledge, the determination of this 
knowledge to be enough, and the desire to know more is different amongst people. 
It is important to keep in mind that the receiver’s need for information as perceived by 
the sender does not necessarily correlate to the receiver’s perceived need for 
information and that a lack of knowledge within a certain area does not necessarily 
spring into a need for information. 
The credo of this characteristic is the dissonance between the subjectively perceived 
knowledge and the desire to know more (Ibid: 173). 
In order for there to be a need for information, a perceived relevance, needs to be 
established within the receiver, and the greater the perceived relevance, the greater 
need for information (Ibid: 174). In order to investigate this, attention will be paid to 
the pre-existing and available information about organ donation and whether this is 
sufficient. Additionally it is examined how much and what kind of information the 
target group desire. 
 
11.2.4 The cost of information 
 
The trouble an individual goes through in finding or using a particular communication 
product (Sepstrup 2011: 177) is what makes up the cost of information. 
Once again, this characteristic is highly subjective and variables such as time, money, 
and psychological resources determine this characteristic (Ibid: 177). 
It is the cost of information that determines whether the need for information is 
acquired through a certain channel, through active or passive attention etc. (Ibid: 178). 
To examine the cost of information the participants are questioned how and where 
they prefer to be presented with the topic or the app, in order to illuminate their 
motivation to access the information.  
18 
 
 
 
11.2.5 The value of information 
 
The category presents the benefits attained through the use of a communication 
product, and is what motivates receivers to use a communication product. Sepstrup 
argues that the perceived value of information is determined by relevance, to which 
degree the message can be understood and the credibility of the sender and the 
message (Ibid: 178). This category is investigated through exercises examining 
appropriate types of information and through questioning of how the pre-existing 
information from Sundhedsstyrelsen is perceived by the target group.  
 
11.3 Kim Schrøder 
 
The proceeding is an account of Kim Schrøder’s model of building a reception 
analysis study, and will serve as a means to expose the different factors in play when 
receiving a product. In this specific case, the model is used in an untraditional way, as 
it is in fact used as a tool to develop a concept, in this case the app to register. 
The multidimensional model as posed by Kim Schrøder in Making sense of audience 
discourses (2000) proposes a multidimensional model encompassing six dimensions. 
The model was posed due “providing a systematic analytical tool for the empirical 
analysis of qualitative data” (Schrøder 2000: 254), and can be used in the design of a 
reception analysis of the imaginary app in order to group the questions asked within 
his defined dimensions and to provide a frame of analysing whilst incorporating 
theoretical insight into the “complex processes” (Ibid: 254) of audience perception. 
The six dimensions; motivation, comprehension, discrimination, position, evaluation 
and implementation, has in a piece of Schrøder’s later work (2003) been modified, 
and has left behind evaluation, as it concerns political issues and matters, thus not 
relevant for this particular reception analysis and the audience experience. This 
theoretical review of his theory and the later analysis of the reception will also be 
addressed without considering the last dimension, but in the order proposed by the 
author. 
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11.3.1 Motivation 
 
Schrøder argues that Motivation deals with the link between the audiences’ personal 
“universe and the universe perceived to be presented by the text” (Schrøder 2000: 
245). In the question guide conducted (Appendix 10) before the focus group interview 
where our reception analysis takes place, two questions were formed in order to 
explore namely this dimension: “Where should the imaginary app be presented in 
order for you to be interested and decide to spend time on it?” and “Which feelings 
and emotions does the imaginary app evoke in you?” (Appendix 10). 
Other questions that would help to illustrate the motivation of our focus group 
concerned their previous memories and experiences with organ donation campaigns 
and organ donation in general. 
 
11.3.2 Comprehension 
 
The receiver comprehend a message in a certain way and this understanding is 
dependant on variables presented by culture and associative networks (Ibid: 245). 
This correlates to the social constructivist point of view undertaken in this project. 
Comprehension is obviously different for different individuals, but a segmented 
receiver group, arguably have some of the same interests and life worlds, and thus 
understand and comprehend certain things in the same way due to this. This is 
supported by Schrøder who argues that “the meaning of signs is stabilized through the 
workings of interpretive communities” (Ibid: 246), again relating to the social 
constructivist view, where meaning is created socially. 
In the question guide, two questions concerned this dimension was formed and 
sounded: “Do you understand what the app encourages?” and “Do you understand 
how the app can be used?” (Appendix 10). 
 
11.3.3 Discrimination 
 
This dimension concerns the aesthetic traits of a communicative product, but due to 
the intangible nature of our actual product, it presented some implications in 
investigating this dimension of the model. However it is relevant to investigate how 
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the target group perceives apps, which has more serious purposes, how it should be 
designed and where they should be presented to it. 
We asked the focus group of whether they would like the idea of an app in general, 
and what colours they believed would appeal to them the most. Additionally the 
participants of the focus groups were presented with five other previous campaigns, 
from which a pattern of likes/dislikes, can be made and translated into the app 
(Appendix 10). 
 
11.3.4 Position 
 
Schrøder argues that position “applies only to ‘subjective’ attitude to the text 
accompanying the reading” (Ibid: 249) and can shed light on exactly what appeal or 
repel the audience, and help in the uncovering of what makes people feel positively 
engaged with a meaning. In addition to asking about the likes and dislikes of the app 
and the other campaigns, we also questioned whether an app was a good idea as a 
channel for widening the scope of knowledge and position to organ donation 
(Appendix 10). 
 
11.3.5 Implementation 
 
This dimension is linked to social change (Ibid: 253) and how a communicative 
product is implemented in everyday life. Investigating how, if any, direct 
consequences have played out, whether the audience’s knowledge has increased, the 
attitudes altered or if there has occurred a behaviour change, is relevant in this 
dimension. Again, the intangible nature of our product made it difficult to get reliable 
answers to questions in this dimension, but we chose to ask anyways, as we believed 
the focus group to be able to imagine and relate to the idea of the app, if we provided 
them with enough information. 
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12. Method 
 
The proceeding section outlines the way through which our empirical data have been 
obtained and how the different methods were operationalized. 
 
Quantitative methods are most simply defined as techniques in which you gather, 
analyse, interpret and present a numeral amount of information (Teddlie & 
Tashakkori 2009:5), whereas qualitative research is concerned with the gathering, 
interpretation and presentation etc. of narrative information (Ibid 2000:6).  
Using a social constructivist approach to research, the mixed method approach can 
arguably enhance the validity of the project, as different methods may produce 
different knowledge on various aspects of the phenomenon in question (Ibid), thus 
serving as a base for a more multi-faceted analysis. 
 
12.1 Quantitative method and survey 
 
The motivation for writing this project partially originated from a personal wondering 
of why we have not registered as organ donors even though we have both decided to 
be organ donors. To enhance our knowledge about this phenomenon, we conducted a 
survey, which was distributed on Facebook, as it would arguably reach people in our 
immediate and peripheral network who might be in the same situation. The survey 
received a large amount of respondents, however many did not finish the survey 
creating a limitation to its results. Additionally the results were too fragmented due to 
a somewhat sloppy preparation of the survey that reflected a lack of knowledge of the 
technology.  
However, the results served the purpose of providing inspiration for the production of 
questions to the target group.  
In the following an account of the most important findings in the quantitative survey 
will be presented and enclosed in the back. We have taken the liberty to leave out the 
findings we found to be invalid. 
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12.1.1 Survey Results 
 
The survey attracted 389 respondents, from which 239 completed it.  
Only 9% of the respondents who had already signed up believed that it was difficult 
to do so. This led to the belief that the current options are easy for people to 
comprehend. This is supported by the fact that 63% of the participants know about the 
online registration and 96% are aware of the donor card. These findings pointed to the 
wondering of why, in spite of the awareness about the options and the belief that it is 
not difficult to sign up, people have not signed up yet. 
60% of the respondents found the information from Sundhedsstyrelsen to be 
insufficient, which became apparent in answers such as (Appendix 9): 
“I believe that there is a lack of information about the personal conditions of making 
such a choice – as an example an addressing of the decision being difficult and help 
with making it and additionally information about how it can help ones own family in 
a inhuman situation, if you decide before the accident happens.” (Appendix 9) 
and 
“Informative campaign about the possibilities would be fine. Would also like to know 
what happens with the “rest” of me – if a lot of my organs are harvested, will by 
dearest then still have the opportunity to see me stitched together in an open coffin so 
they can say goodbye? Can they be informed to whom my heart has been donated?... 
etc.” (Appendix 9) 
As a result of these answers we decided to implement and elaborate on this question 
in our focus group interviews, with the aim of examining what kind of information 
our segment would find appealing and sufficient. 
The survey also shed light upon the reason or motivation behind registering, where 
77% of the respondents chose “sense of responsibility” and 22% “personal reason” 
(Appendix 9). This finding highlighted the importance in addressing this feeling of 
responsibility, which led to the creating of several questions in the focus group, 
investigating what reasons this feeling. 
When asked about whether the respondents believed that organ donation would save 
lives, 92% of them said yes. In order to support and elaborate on this we kept this 
question in the focus groups. 
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12.2 Focus groups 
 
Qualitative methods can be used to follow up and expand on the survey results 
(Halkier 2012:19) and one can for example use focus groups to include the social 
context relevant to the project (Ibid). 
David Morgan (Halkier 2012: 9) conveys the meaning of focus group interviews as a 
method in which data is produced through group interaction and discussion concerned 
with a specific topic predetermined by a researcher (Ibid: 9).  
The aim of our focus group interviews was to get an understanding of what the chosen 
target group associate with organ donation and what factors influence their lack of 
registration. Therefore, we wanted to figure out what kind of information appeals to 
the target group, in terms of it being factual, personal etc. Additionally it was to 
investigate if an app could possibly increase the number of registrations. 
 
Again, it is vital to consider the actual interest and issue to be examined, which is why 
“The structure of questions should be based on the problem statement and the 
importance of social interaction and content(...)aids and exercises can be used as tool 
for encouraging discussion(...) ”(Halkier 2012: 42-43). 
In the proceeding an illustration of the different steps of organizing and conducting 
the focus group interviews is outlined. 
 
12.2.1 Recruitment 
 
In the preface of the interviews we created a group on Facebook in which we sent out 
official invitations to the two focus groups (Appendix 13). This invitation included a 
description of our field of interest, details of recruitment and structure of the 
interview, and as Halkier argues it is important for potential participants to consider if 
they would be interested in participating (Halkier 2012:31). 
Though the participants were all women within the age group of 20-26, selected 
through our peripheral network, we made sure that they were neither too 
heterogeneous nor too homogeneous, where variables such as occupation, interest etc. 
had an impact on the recruitment (Ibid: 28). Halkier argues that it is important as a 
researcher to be aware of the group effects, as there might be a tendency of 
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polarisation and/or conformity in the group interviews and both of these tendencies 
can limit the variety of data (Ibid: 14). 
Because of some common traits of their everyday life, we believed that the 
participants would feel they had something to say and feel comfortable expressing 
themselves (Ibid: 28) as they had a common frame of reference. Therefore they might 
be more compliant to talk about their feelings and articulate their personal experiences 
concerned with the chosen topic. Whenever there were any indications of polarisation 
and silence we would approach the participants directly. 
The preferred amount of participants varies from 3-4 and up until 10-12 (Ibid: 34). 
We recruited 5-6 people in each focus group. This enabled us to go in depth with the 
data i.e. creation of meaning, social interaction and positions constructed in the 
interview (Ibid: 34). 
The two interviews were conducted in private settings. The participants and the 
moderator (Ibid: 38) were seated on couches and chairs around a table during the 
interview. One of the considerations we had in the preface of the interview was how 
to make the participants feel comfortable, as official and institutionalised spaces 
might have a negative impact on the interaction (Ibid: 36). In the introduction of the 
interview the moderator clarified how the focus group interview was going to be 
different from regular interviews and encouraged the participants to interact with each 
other, rather than only approaching the moderator (Ibid: 52). 
 
12.2.2 Presentation of informants 
 
In the first focus group we had six girls: Signe, 23, studying her bachelor in 
communication at Roskilde University and works as a waitress. Michala, 22, studying 
economics and business psychology but is currently taking a gap year between her 
bachelor and masters degree. Caroline, 21, works full time at Laura’s Bakery, but will 
begin studying to be a nurse in 5 months. Pernille, 20, studying Danish at University 
of Copenhagen. Mathilde, 21, studying social sciences at Roskilde University and 
Lea, 23, studying human nutrition. 
The second focus group consisted of five girls:  Patricia, 22, studying mathematics at 
KVUC. Mathilde, 22, sales assistant in OZ women. Anna 23, studying humanities at 
Roskilde University. Fie, 23, private teacher and Lisbeth, 24, biology student at 
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University of Copenhagen. 
 
12.2.3 Structure 
 
Before commencing the interview we clarified who was going to be the moderator 
and who was going to be the observer (Halkier 2012:38). 
In the introduction of the interviews the moderator presented herself and explained 
what the project was about and how the interview would take form. Subsequently the 
participants were asked to introduce themselves (Ibid: 52). 
 
12.2.4 The funnel model 
 
Halkier (2012) presents three different ways of structuring an interview: an open 
model, a closed model and third model, which she refers to as “tragt-modellen” (Ibid 
2012:39) Tragt-modellen is for the convenience of this project translated into The 
funnel model. It is a combination of the open and closed model, and starts with open 
questions and ends with more closed and structured questions (Ibid). Halkier (2012) 
argues that structuring your interview with both open and more closed-structured 
questions provides the interview with participatory interaction, discussion and 
reflection, whilst not neglecting the interests of the researcher (Ibid: 40). 
In the first part of the interview, several questions were designed in order to account 
for the participants’ general attitude towards organ donation, as well as a 
determination of whether they had signed up or not. 
The second part was aimed to investigate their perception of available information 
about the topic, where the donor-card was introduced, while addressing when the 
participants were first made aware of organ donation, and how often a confrontation 
with this topic happens. 
 
12.2.5 Exercise 1 
 
In the first exercise the participants were all handed three pieces of paper containing 
following three types of information concerned with organ donation: “I 2007 døde 50 
mennesker på venteliste til et organ”, “Inden en time skal organet fjernes fra legeme”, 
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”Lisa donerede sit organ - nu lever jeg ikke længere i frygt”. These pieces of 
information was designed in order to represent different ways of appealing to an 
audience, through either a very factual way or a more emotionally laden way. 
Each participant had to organise the information based on what kind of information 
they most often are faced with in everyday life and secondly what kind of information 
they thought to be most important or appealing. The aim of this task was to figure out, 
what kind of information appeals most to this segment of people and to serve as an 
icebreaker and to start some interaction among the girls (Ibid: 39). 
 
12.2.6 Registration 
 
After this participatory group interaction in which the focus group articulated and 
discussed their personal thoughts and experiences concerned with organ donation in 
general (Ibid: 41), we started asking the group more specific and structured questions 
aimed at producing more specific knowledge. 
The first topic was concerned with the way of registering, where it was discussed 
whether or not it should be mandatory to be an organ donor and what they thought 
should happen in order for them to registering. 
 
12.2.7 Exercise 2 
 
The second exercise consisted of choosing a picture from a large display of random 
everyday photos. This exercise was implemented in order to address and 
accommodate participants who may have a more visual approach to things (Halkier 
2012: 44), where this exercise would enable them to elaborate on their thoughts. The 
first question was “when you think of organ donation which photo appeals to you?” 
and the second “when you think about being dead and your heart for example beats in 
another person’s chest which photo appeals to you?” whereas the third addressed 
what benefits donating organs would provide. 
 
12.2.8 Reception Analysis 
 
The structure of the reception analysis was based on Kim Schrøder in Making sense of 
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audience discourses (2000) and his multidimensional model, as an interest of the 
project is to gain an understanding of how the chosen target group receive the 
product. 
The reception analysis contained an introduction and explanation of the idea of the 
app, hereafter questions belonging to one of the five dimensions of reception 
articulated by Schrøder was asked. 
 
12.2.9 National and International Campaigns 
 
The last part of the focus group, concerned showing five other national and 
international campaigns about organ donation, asking and letting the participants 
freely give their account of how they perceive and receive the campaigns. This 
exercise was provided in order to present the participants of the focus groups with 
something tangible to discuss as opposed to the intangible app. Through this exercise 
we believe that more aspects of the target groups’ perception of relevance by 
approaching them through communicative means would surface and could then be 
translated into a way of designing the app. 
13. Strategy of Analysis 
 
The following two sections provide an outline of a method of approaching any 
material as articulated by Kvale and Brinkman. The condensation and interpretation 
of meaning is utilized through the application of the three chosen theories in the 
chapter of analysis. 
13.1 Meaning Condensation 
 
Meaning condensation implies that an expressed meaning is simplified into smaller 
and shorter formulations. Thus, long statements and sentences of meaning are 
compressed into only a few words (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009: 205). 
Meaning condensation and the analysis of an interview can be divided into five small-
scale steps. First and foremost, one has to read the entire interview and in our case we 
listened to the audiotape recordings to get a sense of the whole of the interview (Ibid: 
205). Then, the researcher has to determine the natural ”meaning units” of the focus 
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group as expressed in the interview. Thirdly one has to simplify and restate what are 
the most dominant of these natural meaning units as expressed by the focus group 
(Ibid: 207). 
The fourth step consists of interrogating the different meaning units in terms of the 
specific purpose of the topic. 
In the last and fifth step of meaning condensation, one has to formulate the essential 
and non-redundant themes of the focus group interview, simplified into one 
descriptive statement (Ibid: 207). 
The five step approach to meaning condensation, can serve as a means to analyse 
large and complex research material by looking at meaning units and mains themes 
(Ibid: 207). 
 
13.2 Interpretation 
 
Meaning interpretation is a critical approach in which the researcher or interpreter 
goes beyond what exactly is articulated by the informant and structures relations of 
meaning not immediately apparent in the interview (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009:207)  
Compared to meaning condensation of a text, meaning interpretation leads to an 
expansion of the text, in which formulation are more regularly rephrased into more 
words rather than condensed and reduced (Ibid: 207).  
Additionally the interpretation is made from the point of view of a social 
constructivist, where knowledge, behaviour, attitudes etc. are created and co-created 
through social settings and society’s history. 
14. Analysis 
 
14.1 Positioning 
 
The theory of positioning will help us to analyse the different positionings undertaken 
by the participants in the two focus group interviews.  
The proceeding section is the analysis hereof, where the aim is to investigate how the 
participants position themselves to first of all, organ donation and its attached 
meanings, and secondly to the registration of organ donation, and how these 
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positionings are produced and co-produced in the interaction between participants of 
the focus groups. Thus the positioning will be viewed in light of how they are created, 
what they are positioning to and how these are defined through dialogue. It will 
illustrate how the target group’s main position to organ donation and its attached 
meanings are created. 
 
14.1.1 Consensus 
 
When it came to organ donation itself everyone positioned themselves extremely 
positive towards it, and because this consensus was reached in the beginning of the 
interview, the first normative discourse was laid out. 
It is to this normative discourse agreed upon in the group, that the following outlines 
of different positionings are made and other normative discourses are reached. 
 
14.1.2 Changing positionings 
 
An example of self-positioning was towards family, where Lisbeth in focus group 2 
states, “it is important to me that my family and close relations get the option to say a 
proper goodbye” (Appendix 12). This positioning is taken up by several of the other 
participants, namely Mathilde, who had not had this in mind when deciding. In this 
way, Mathilde positioned herself differently than before, in accordance to what 
happened through dialogue in focus group 2. 
The surfaced positionings, gave the participants a common ground to elaborate their 
following positionings on. They altered the dialogue and positionings taken on later in 
the focus groups, thus showing how one person’s positioning can alter the way others 
position themselves. 
 
14.1.3 Stories 
 
The first example of stories, where the subjects’ autobiography becomes apparent, 
was when Signe offered an explanation of her close friend’s family’s desire to be able 
to burry a whole body, if the friend died. Hence, Signe’s positioning is a result of her 
lived everyday life. 
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Examples of autobiographies’ shaping the way in which the participants position 
themselves is also present in focus group 2 where Anna explains, that she had an 
acquaintance who received an organ transplant, where Anna positions herself as 
someone who cares about her dearest and someone who makes decisions in 
accordance to lived experiences. 
Regarding the lived stories of the participants it is important to consider how the 
target group should be approached in order to be sensitive to these stories that colour 
the way individuals position themselves. Additionally, these stories serve as an 
indication that the topic is relevant for the individual participants.  
 
14.1.4 Information 
 
In the first exercise in focus group 1, Signe stated that she encounters information in 
form of facts and numbers most often. Everyone agreed with Signe, which is an 
example of an initial view of the speaker clarifying a person’s positioning. The 
participants will expect Signe to maintain this initial view they have on her. And this 
positioning was in fact maintained throughout the interview by her, such as her stating 
that success stories do not sell, and that words used in the app should be logical and 
neutral. 
In the second focus group interview Mathilde positioned herself early in the interview 
as being opposed to the others when it came to reading the folder that everyone got 
sent by mail when they were 18. She believed it was interesting, which was unlike the 
normative consensus conceptualised in the focus group, where everyone stated that 
they did not remember it or did not take it seriously. This is another position of one 
self in accordance to the normative discourses conceptualised in the focus group, 
which makes her different. 
 
14.1.5 Multiple selves 
 
Mathilde, in focus group 1, shows sign of positioning herself in different ways as 
well, which is an example of the fact that the self is made up of a multitude of selves. 
In the beginning she states that “when you are dead you are dead”, but in exercise 1 
she picks a picture showing faith, hope and love (“Tro, Håb og Kærlighed”), which is 
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connotative to the Christian religion, which definitely looks at afterlife in a different 
way. Here she shows that at one time she positions herself cynically in relation to 
death, and at another time religiously in terms of both death and humanity 
(“næstekærlighed”). 
It is vital to linger on the fact that an individual is made up of different selves and that 
positionings are fluid. 
 
14.1.6 Technology 
 
Throughout the interviews there were examples of disagreements on different things, 
especially when it came to technology and the use of the app. The first focus group 
presented two sides. The first where only Michala said that she does not use apps for 
anything serious and that she is old-school. On the other hand, everyone else agrees 
that it is very positive and convenient to register via an app, and Signe states “that is 
why it wouldn’t be weird to do it through this app”(Appendix 11), arguably defending 
her and the other’s opinion and strongly disagreeing with Michala’s. This is not a 
direct second-positioning, but Signe indirectly and as a result of the previous 
dialogue, positions Michala as an outsider, when it comes to this topic. 
 
14.1.7 Life Situation 
 
In the second interview, the difference in leisure time of students and people who 
work full-time was positioned in relation to the creation of debate in universities and 
workplaces. Lisbeth argues that it is a good idea to send representatives to workplaces 
and universities, whereas Fie states it is a bad idea. In this sense, and by saying 
“people don’t have time when they are at work to decide whether they want to be 
organ donors” Fie positions herself as being more busy than the other participants 
during the day (Appendix 12), but at the same time positions herself as a part of a 
minority as most of the other participants were students and believed it would be a 
good idea to send representatives to universities. 
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Throughout the interview the participants, changed their minds, made up their minds, 
and were confronted with aspects of the topic they had not yet been confronted with. 
Through this, they took on different positionings, which situated them in a particular 
way in accordance to their personal history and knowledge, but also to what was 
being said by the other participants. In this way their individuality was shaped 
“through the processes of social interaction” (Davis & Harré 1990: 46), and their 
positionings produced and reproduced through the same. 
 
14.2 Preben Sepstrup 
 
The proceeding is the analysis of Sepstrup’s five characteristics to a receiver.  
 
14.2.1 Life Situation 
 
The first characteristic is life situation where the particular “place” in life of the 
participants’ colour the way they consume a product.  
 
14.2.1.1 Age: 
Some of the participants articulate that becoming an organ donor is not an easy 
decision to make, which Anna elaborates “there is a lot to consider”(04.00-04.06). 
This could be a reflection of their age and several participants argue that when they 
received the donor card at 18 they were not mature enough to make the decision and 
also had a different view on their own body (focus group 2 28:07-28:15). Patricia in 
focus group 2 argued that she believed she would never die, in the sense that it was 
too abstract for her to comprehend. She explained that she did not have the mental 
capacity to think about and comprehend death (12:45-13:48). 
 
14.2.1.2 Personal confrontation with organ donation: 
 
Several times the participants offer personal stories, which show their experience with 
organ donation, such as Michala’s (13:22-13:44) grandfather who received a kidney 
or Anna’s friend who went through three heart transplantations (14:50-14:54). These 
experiences are examples of variables of the participants’ life situation and colour the 
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way they perceive the topic. Michala’s experience has resulted in a more negative 
view, because she and her family wished that the organ had gone to another person 
more in need or younger, whereas Anna perceives organ donation to be vital and 
important to save lives. 
 
14.2.1.3 Social life: 
 
Regarding the participants’ social life it became apparent that there is a need for 
discussion with peers about the topic e.g. when Lisbeth explains the positive aspect of 
having a twin when she turned 18, thus having the option to talk about it (15:55-
15:59). 
Additionally one of the participants explains how she believes it to be beneficial to 
discuss the topic with friends. Regarding the app, she explains that it would enable her 
to do so (focus group 2 57:55-58:07).  
 
14.2.1.4 Psychological Attributes: 
 
Psychological attributes also have an impact on the way a communicative product or a 
topic of interest is perceived, and when Michala says she is old-school (1:02:41-
1:02:43) when it comes to technology, it is an indication that she is conservative when 
it comes to this topic. This attribute determines her use of the app and the way in 
which she would like to receive information about organ donation. 
When Signe explains (28:38-28:42) that the world is something we maintain together 
as human beings and therefore believes that everyone should donate their organs after 
death, she shows signs of idealism. This is not specific to her, as several of the other 
participants feel the same way, pointing to the finding that the psychological trait 
idealism colours the way organ donation is perceived. It is clear in Lisbeth’s statement 
“I want to save the world” (06:30-06:32).  
 
14.2.2 Perception of relevance 
 
This category regards the relevance of a communication product as perceived by the 
receiver. 
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Throughout the interview it becomes apparent that the participants do find the topic 
relevant, when confronted with it. They indicate that it should be mandatory to make 
the decision about whether to be or not to be an organ donor, thus forcing the 
relevance (26:40-27:19). This is due to the lack of confrontation with it in their 
everyday lives. 
 
14.2.2.1 App: 
 
All of the participants in both focus groups believed that an app is extremely relevant 
for their target group. To them the app would create an option to receive information 
in an easy way, through a channel that is easy perceivable and would offer a way for 
them to register (focus group 2 1:00:00-1:00:06 + focus group 1 1:01:49-1:02:07). 
 
In regards to the proposed question of how the participants liked the idea of an 
imaginary app Pernille said  “Finally technology keeps up” (1.00.41-1.00.43) and 
Caroline said “you use apps for everything(…)”(1.02.12-1.02.15). All the participants 
in focus group 1 agreed that it would be worth trying, only Michala doubted if she 
would use it as she states that: “(…) I am little bit old-school”. However, she agrees 
that it is extremely relevant for their target group. 
The participants also talk about the distribution of the app on Facebook (focus group 1 
1:00:32-1:00:34), which they believed to be an appropriate channel, even though one 
of the participants argued that she has developed a skill to “shut off” every time she is 
encountered with advertisements on social media (focus group 1 56:06.57:11) 
 
14.2.3 The need for information 
 
This need is developed when an individual desires to know more than what is 
subjectively perceived to know (Sepstrup 2011: 173). 
 
According to Sepstrup, the perceived relevance and the need for information are 
closely linked, which is why there seems to be only little need for information about 
it. However, the participants argue that the media should carry more news and stories 
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about organ donation and help furthering the available amount of information about 
the topic (focus group 2 54:53-54:59 + focus group 1 32:12-32:14, 37:51-37:56).  
 
14.2.3.1 The nature of information 
 
The need for information was investigated through the first exercise in the focus 
groups, where the participants had to discuss what kind of information they found to 
be most appealing. Everyone in both focus groups, except Signe, believed that stories 
of success are most appealing, whereas information about statistics and procedure was 
less appealing. Here it should be highlighted that in order to get the target group to be 
interested and register they should appeal to them in this way. This differs from the 
way Sundhedsstyrelsen informs 18 year olds about their decision (appendix 11). 
 
When discussing the way information should be organized in the imaginary app, the 
participants argued that it should be easy to comprehend, however all but one agreed 
that the app would supply them with enough information. Michala was the only one 
who articulated that she would probably need more information (45:55-46). 
 
14.2.3.2 Accessibility 
 
Accessibility was one of the themes articulated by the participants when we asked 
them about their decision. Michala said “It has to be easy for me to 
register(…)”(6.26-6.32), which represents the other participants’ view on the way of 
obtaining information – it has to be easy and convenient. 
 
14.2.4 The cost of information 
 
In this section the appropriate character of the letter containing the donor card and the 
app will be viewed in accordance with the “trouble” of consuming either of the two 
products. 
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14.2.4.1 Letter from Sundhedsstyrelsen 
 
The letter from Sundhedsstyrelsen containing the donor-card was sent to the 
participants’ home, so there is arguably no time spent in finding this product. 
However, some of the participants argued that they did not even read the letter (focus 
group 1 14:42-14:47), and just put it away. The indication is that there was either too 
much trouble in reading the product, or that they did not have the psychological 
resources, as Sepstrup calls it, to consume the product.  
Additionally the cost of information, colours the way the need for information is 
conceptualised for the individual. In regards to the letter, even though the cost was 
low when it came to time finding it or reading it, the participants did not do it and it 
did not spring an interest in need for more information. Only one participant, 
Mathilde in focus group 2, stated that she read the letter and then went on to actively 
search for more information (13:54-13:55). 
Additionally in focus group 2, it is discussed the out-dated character of mailing 
letters, and find mailboxes on the street (52:00-52:10). 
 
14.2.4.2 App: 
 
In regards to the app, the participants argues that it is a positive and appropriate way 
to distribute it via social network sites (focus group 2 54:17-54:25 + focus group 1 
01:08-1:08:17), as it will “pop up” and get their attention in places where they already 
spend time. This indicates that the participants would prefer the product to be, as Fie 
puts it “thrown in the face” (54:47-54:51) thus not showing the participants as being 
interested in actively searching for the product. 
When we asked the participants if they would ever register on the app, everyone 
thought it would be convenient, except Michala, Patricia and Lisbeth. They all 
acknowledge that this hesitation towards the use of the app is a reflection of their 
personal use of technology. 
 
14.2.5 The value of information 
 
This last characteristic of Sepstrup’s theory has already been analysed in accordance 
to some of the other categories and has to do with the benefits receivers get from 
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using a product. 
 
14.2.3.1 App: 
 
The participants argue that the app would provide good information about the topic 
and would be of credible nature as it would function in collaboration with NEM-ID 
(focus group 2 1:00:39-1:00-43 + focus group 1 1:03:10-01:03:12). However, three of 
the participants would prefer their computer to sign up, and only use the app for 
information when they were on the move and as an inspiration to talk to friends about 
organ donation (focus group 2 1:04:20-1:04:29). 
Additionally the value of information is characterised by the degree to which the 
message can be understood, which all of the participants agreed they would, if the app 
used short sentences and a “no-nonsense” way of approaching and informing (focus 
group 2 58:40-59:00). 
 
14.3 Schrøder 
 
The aim of the following section is to analyse how the participants of our focus 
groups received the imaginary app and previous campaigns. To gain an understanding 
of the target groups’ perception of the products, the analysis will be based on an 
implementation of Kim Schrøder’s Multidimensional model and its five dimensions 
motivation, comprehension, discrimination, position, and implementation. 
 
14.3.1 Motivation 
 
To explore the link between the audiences’ personal universe and the universe 
perceived to be presented by the text (Schrøder 2000: 245) we asked the participants 
the two following questions: “where they would like to be presented to the app?” and 
“what thoughts and feelings it evoked?” 
A majority of the participants in the two focus groups suggested that people should be 
presented to the app at bus transits (Appendix 11). Subsequently, one of the girls 
suggests, that “An app is something you hear about through friends usually” 
(1.00.41-1.00.43). The participants of focus group 2 also suggest that the topic in 
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general is something that should be brought up in social contexts. Subsequently, it 
was suggested that it should be advertised on social media, through commercials and 
in public spaces e.g. universities and schools (Appendix 12). 
The feeling that the app evoked in the majority of the participants, as articulated by 
Pernille is: “finally technology keeps up” (1.01.32-1.01.34) (Appendix 11). It is 
argued that apps are used for everything today, and the participants felt that it would 
be much easier and convenient to register on an app; “(…) you meet society exactly 
where they are(…)it’s more like, why wouldn’t you create an app for it?”(1.01.30-
1.01.37) (Appendix 12) 
 
14.3.2 Comprehension 
 
As we did not have a physical object to show she participants, we had to explain the 
function of the product, as the goal was to develop an app, in which you can gain 
information on the topic and register. Thus, based on this they had to answer the 
following question “if they would understand what the app urges to say?” And “do 
you understand the idea of how it should be used?” 
Everyone agreed that they would understand what the app urges to say i.e. make more 
people to register as organ donors (Appendix 11+12). 
 
14.3.3 Discrimination 
 
We asked the focus group of whether they would like the idea of an app in general, 
and what colours they believed would appeal to them the most. They all agreed that 
the app should contain a convenient amount of information and have a limited amount 
of categories (Appendix 11). 
“Hold on to the symbolism in the colour that they are already using”(58.51-52.53) 
was stated by Mathilde in focus group 2 (Appendix 12), and indicates that they would 
prefer something they had previous knowledge about and liked. 
Signe stated that “the point of the app is to simplify the decision, the decision-making 
and the process of registering” (1.07.11-1.07.20) (Appendix 11), thus arguing that 
one should not be confused and disrupted by noise while gaining information and 
registering, like superfluous information etc. 
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14.3.4 Position 
 
We questioned the participants whether they thought an app would be a good idea as a 
channel for widening the scope of knowledge and position to organ donation. 
They were all positive towards the idea of using an app as a communication channel 
for organ donation, and thought that it would be highly relevant for their target group. 
As it is more and more common to use apps for more than just games, the participants 
articulated that creating an app with which people can register as organ donors, would 
not be inappropriate (Appendix 11). 
 
14.3.5 Implementation 
 
Lastly in the “implementation” of the product, we asked the participants whether they 
could see themselves register with this imaginary app. All of the participants of the 
focus groups stated that they could imagine themselves registering as an organ donor 
through an app, accept from Patricia and Lisbeth from focus group one, who thought 
it would be too inconvenient to read a lot of information on an app (Appendix 12) and 
Michala who referred to herself as “oldshool” (Appendix 11). 
Thus it can be argued, as articulated, that the lack of use of such a channel among the 
minority who would not use it, is related to an individual’s general use of apps and 
smartphone/tablet technology. 
Some of the participants also mentioned that it might be something they would use 
before and for registering and then never look at it again (Appendix 12), thus 
shedding light on the implementation of something not being permanent. 
 
14.3.6 Previous campaigns 
 
The following section outlines the most important findings regarding the reception of 
other campaigns. We did not conduct a reception analysis on these, but believe that 
the following representation is sufficient when it comes to narrowing down the way of 
designing the app. 
 
In the last part of the focus group interviews, the participants were presented with five 
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previous campaigns concerned with organ donation (Appendix 2-8). The participants 
generally articulated that some of the campaigns were either too disrupting, scary or 
too commanding (Appendix 11+12).  
Subsequently, the participants particularly expressed their liking towards the two 
following campaigns “Organdonation, tag snakken, tag ansvaret” (Appendix 2) and 
the poster of an animated man giving a gift of himself (Appendix 6). The first 
campaign was perceived to be a bit too boring, however the catchphrase was viewed 
as not forcing them to do anything, which they liked. The participants argued that the 
second campaign had several positive attached meanings to it, and that they would 
rather identify themselves with someone giving a gift, thus obtaining a feeling of a 
cleared conscience. Aesthetically, the girls articulate that they like its simplicity and 
they think that the message is beautiful (Appendix 6). 
Furthermore, the participants articulated that they liked the repetitive use of the colour 
red, as it is recognisable and has a “stop effect”.  
15. Discussion 
 
In the following chapter the findings from the analysis will be reviewed in relation to 
the problem definition: what issues are relevant when it comes to the target group 
registering as organ donors and how does the chosen target group perceive the 
product? Additionally the findings will be discussed in relation to the implementation 
of the app. 
 
When it comes to the issues perceived in relation to organ donation, many surfaced 
throughout the analysis, the first being the perceived lack of information about organ 
donation. The letter from Sundhedssyrelsen does not provide enough information or 
evoke a desire to actively look for more information. Additionally the participants in 
the focus groups argue that none of them feel that they are confronted with the topic 
in their everyday lives. Relating these findings to the app, the implementation would 
arguably fulfil a need of the target group as it would provide the with information, and 
by being connected to social media sites would remind and confront the target group 
with the topic on a regular basis. It can be discussed that due to the new character of 
the particular technology and its contemporary popularity whether it would evoke a 
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desire to actively look for more information or to implement it in the target group’s 
everyday life. 
 
When asked the participants to prioritize the three types of information in accordance 
to what they believed to be the most appealing, everyone but one, argued that positive 
stories of success would appeal the most. However, when it came to the app, the 
participants explained how they would prefer to have short, factual information about 
organ donation. It can be discussed if it is due to the medium in question that there is 
a difference in these. When the participants were questioned about the information, 
they were arguably relating it to the more traditional media such as posters or TV, as 
the app had not been mentioned yet. In continuation of this, it could be discussed if it 
is the difference in medium that determines the way information should be delivered. 
Additionally, the reason for the target group’s preferred type of information in the app 
being factual, could be that this would emphasise the validity and seriousness of the 
app. In continuation, the app would serve to simplify the process of signing up, which 
could be why the participants believed that a “no-nonsense” way of communication 
via this app is appropriate, thus not complicating the process.  
The topic of organ donation concerns ideological views on life and death thereby 
making it a difficult decision, and by simplifying the process of registering, it makes 
the decision less difficult and at least less complicated. 
 
Several of the participants in the target groups, had personal experience with organ 
donation either in relation to family members or other acquaintances, which they 
argued have an impact on how they view organ donation. The participants 
subsequently articulated a need for guidance on the matter, in order to receive answers 
to individual questions in general. To address this issue of personal guidance, the 
implementation of a hotline in the app, would be appropriate as this could meet this 
need. However, a general implementation of personal guidance on the matter would 
be convenient. 
 
The topic of organ donation is arguably not relevant for the target group; they do not 
see the matter as a part of their lives. To them it is something they need to be 
reminded of, thus making it relevant for their current life situation.  They feel some 
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sort of distance to it and perceive themselves to be “too young” to be organ donors. 
However the process of deciding and registering can be made relevant by meeting the 
target group where they are, namely by approaching them through a contemporary 
technology, which is already implemented in their lives. 
 
To increase our understanding of the target group’s behaviour regarding registration 
discussion of their reflections concerned with the previous campaigns, can arguably 
confirm the relevance of creating an app aiming at gaining more people to register as 
organ donors. 
The majority of the participants favoured the positive ways of portraying organ 
donation e.g. as a gift of one self, and they preferred the slogans that encourages to 
make the decision instead of encouraging to sign up as they did not want to be forced 
to do anything. 
In terms of the app, the participants were particularly positive towards the idea, 
arguing that it would meet a lot of their needs and that it would be a good way to 
reach the young audiences; firstly it is the users’ own choice to download it, thus 
placing the decision and power in their hands. Secondly the app, which is available on 
smartphones or tablets, is a gadget that the consumers’ would bring with them all the 
time, thereby creating the possibility of registering at any time, within social contexts, 
and being able to show and pass the idea on in order to discuss organ donation with 
friends and family.  
The social interaction and postionings taken in the focus groups revealed that the 
process of dialogue increased the positive attitudes towards organ donation and 
clarified the participants’ true feelings towards the topic. Thus one could argue that a 
public debate, which could be implemented in various social settings would make the 
number of registration increase as people would be confronted with it more often. 
Additionally they would also be made aware of their feelings towards it and thereby 
not being so conflicted with their decision in terms of the life and death issue. 
 
The way the app is designed should be in accordance to the articulated preferences of 
the target group, correlating to their preferences of simple and easy-comprehensible 
information, and distribution on social networks or through word-of-mouth. 
In continuation of this it can be discussed how many of the participants would 
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actually use the app for registration. Like one of the participants said in the focus 
group – there is a gap between intention and behaviour. However, even the 
participants who believed the app would not serve as a platform for registration for 
them, argued that they would use the app as a bank of information, which would be 
available to them at all times. 
 
16. Conclusion 
 
The following section provides a conclusion of our findings, which is a result of the 
three implemented theories: positioning, Sepstrup’s theory of the five characteristics 
to the receiver of a communication product and Schrøder’s Multidimensional Model. 
 
The target group associates organ donation with several intangible topics e.g. life and 
death, community and love. This indicates that the decision of being an organ donor 
and the registration hereof is embedded with some deep associations, which 
complicates the decision of registering. 
A reason why the target group have not yet registered is also due to the perceived lack 
of confrontation with the topic in their everyday lives and additionally the lack of 
information about it. This lacking has resulted in the target group perceiving the topic 
as not being relevant, which is why they have not registered yet. 
The target group speak of desire to discuss the topic with their peers, and the focus 
group analysis shed light on how dialogue can create more clarity for the individual 
about the topic. In the focus groups, the participants position themselves in relation to 
each other’s positionings, which thereby alters the individuals positioning to organ 
donation. Additionally, the topic of organ donation was viewed in an extremely 
positive way in the two focus groups, pointing to the fact that if the topic is made 
available to discuss in social settings, the individual will be more clear in their 
opinion about organ donation, as they have had a chance to discuss it. A result of this 
could be an increase in registrations, as the decision to register would no longer be 
embedded with unresolved issues. 
The target group does not believe organ donation to be relevant in their everyday 
lives. A way of doing so would be to create an app. An app would firstly meet the 
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target group where they are and secondly make the process of registering and the 
obtaining of information easier and more accessible. 
Addressing the question of whether or not the target group will implement the app and 
use it for registration, it is more convenient for the target group to use this method of 
registration, than any of the other methods already available to them. Additionally, the 
app would create an easy way to obtain information, create debate and draw attention 
to the topic of organ donation. However the breech between intention and behaviour 
can never be eliminated, but the app would present a shortcut between the two or at 
least simplify the process of moving from having decided to be an organ donor to the 
registration hereof. 
17. Validity & Reliability 
 
In the following section the different choices regarding method and theory will be 
critically reviewed in terms of validity and reliability.  
 
The participants of the two focus group interviews were all women about our own 
age, based in Copenhagen and found through each of our peripheral network. To 
increase the validity of the project, we aimed at distancing the participants from the 
researcher whom they knew through their peripheral network. Ditte was chosen to be 
the moderator of the first focus group interview, containing participants found 
through Hannah’s peripheral network and Hannah was the moderator of the second 
focus group interview containing participants found through Ditte’s peripheral 
network.  
Although, the chosen target-group is women within the age group of the 20-26, 
neither of the participants was above the age of 23. Participants above the age of 23 
might have had a different perspective on things, as they are older and have more 
experience. Subsequently, a 26-year old might have finished her education and have a 
full time job, thus having a different life situation, than a student aged 21. It is also 
important to be aware, that as there is a tendency of similar life situations among the 
participants, and it might be hard to recognise the differences (Halkier, 2012:28). 
Furthermore, a great amount of the participants know each other, which might have 
influenced the content of the interview, as there could possibly have been tendencies 
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of polarization and conformity through the different already-existing positionings 
from personal relationships.  On the other hand the choice of these participants can 
have had a positive impact on the data of the interview, as the participants have felt 
more comfortable and convenient to interact (Halkier 2012:30-33).    
Due to limitations, we chose girls who are all exclusively based in the city of 
Copenhagen. Thus, the outcome and meaning of the content might have been different 
if the participants were based in other cities or islands of Denmark, especially rural 
environments where technology like smart-phones or tablets may not be as extensive 
as in the capital of Denmark. 
 
To increase the reliability of the project, the empirical material and to ensure not to 
loose important statements from the participants, we decided to audio record the two 
focus group interviews. The audio files will be enclosed with the project assignment.  
Additionally, aiming at articulating the focus group’s lived experiences we conducted 
rough summaries of the interviews’ and transcribed important quotes, which are used 
as references throughout the project. 
Due to a limited time frame only two focus groups interviews were conducted, 
whereas more focus groups would have provided the project with a more multi-
facetted representation of the target group. 
In regards to the conduction of the interviews we aimed at balancing the power 
relation between interviewer and interviewee, by structuring the interview based on 
open and closed questions. Thus, the answers were within the context of a topic 
predetermined by the researchers, many of the findings relied on suggestions from 
participants, structuring the interview with many open-ended questions in order to 
embrace all possible answers. 
It is crucial to mention that the two focus group interviews were conducted in Danish 
and translated into English, thus leaving room for a possible misinterpretation and 
translation by the researchers. 
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19. Accompanying Argument 
 
The article produced is targeted towards med-students at Copenhagen University and 
will be published in their monthly student magazine MOK – 
MedicinerOrganisationernes Kommunikationsorgan. The magazine is available to 
med-students online, but is also placed in several locations at Panum, which is the 
institute for Copenhagen University’s faculty of health sciences. This means that the 
article will be exposed to others than the med-students, such as teachers and other 
students within this faculty. However all of the possible audience have a common 
frame of reference as they all belong to the faculty of health sciences, thus having a 
stake in the topic of organ donation. 
Additionally, a part of the students belong to our target group of young women 
between the ages of 20-26, but an app for registration is relevant for everyone within 
this age group, as they are arguably users of modern technology and especially apps. 
Two of the results from our analysis of the target group, correlates with an 
encouragement of med-students to address the topic and create debate with their 
friends. Firstly as med-students are already more informed than the target group, they 
can help enlighten of organ donation. This would address the target group’s need for 
more information. Secondly, the target group called for a platform on which they 
could discuss the topic, in the sphere of social contexts. Here the med-students would 
be able to bring the topic into their friends’ lives and make it a more relevant issue to 
decide on. 
Additionally, as some of the participants in the focus groups argued that there should 
be more information and debate at Universities, we aim at doing this within a sphere, 
in which the topic is already relevant and relate to their curriculum. 
 
The way through which we chose to approach the target audience of the article was to 
make it personally relevant to them, as the organs that are not used for transplants are 
often passed on to these students for research. 
We have presented the most important findings of the project; that there is a perceived 
lack of information and relevance on the topic, that deciding to be an organ donor is 
difficult, as there are many intangible attached, and lastly that an app would be the 
best way to increase the number of registrations among this target group. Some of the 
other findings were not within the scope of the article and relevant to its receiver.  
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At the top of the article a picture of a dissected arm is provided in order to catch the 
eye of the receiver. Additionally the topic of organ donation is immediately connected 
to something that is relevant for medical students. 
In terms of the general style of the magazine, the article needs to be visually attractive 
and draw attention, as the rest of the magazine is filled with colourful pictures and 
eye-catching headlines. 
The written language of the article is academic to the extent where students who are 
not studying communication can still understand the meaning of the content. 
The article is divided into three columns and has a headline and a catchphrase in order 
to catch the receiver’s attention. Subsequently a summary of the main issue of the 
article is provided, followed by an account of what the research in question was about, 
where it was conducted and by whom. 
The article contains a textbox in which the receiver can read some factual information 
about organ donation, which represents the issue of the project and problematizes the 
lack of registration in relation to how many people are actually positive towards the 
topic. 
The last section of the article starts out via a headline in order to introduce the reader 
to the idea of an app. The section is supported with a quote that captures the essence 
of the target group’s position to the app. 
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Appendix 1 – mail from Bjørn Knudsen 
 
Kære Ditte 
Det	  er	  frisk	  af	  jer	  og	  lave	  plakaten,	  før	  målgruppen	  er	  præciseret,	  men	  det	  er	  jo	  et	  helt	  andet	  
spørgsmål	  ;-­‐)	  
	  	  
Ganske	  kort,	  så	  er	  der	  næsten	  frit	  valg	  af	  målgrupper,	  da	  hele	  befolkningen	  nærmest	  er	  
vores	  målgruppe.	  	  
Skal	  jeg	  antyde	  nogle	  forskelle	  på	  hvem	  der	  har	  tilmeldt	  sig	  donorregistret,	  så	  er	  der	  en	  lille	  
overvægt	  af	  kvinder	  ift.	  mænd,	  og	  en	  lille	  overvægt	  af	  yngre	  ift.	  ældre,	  og	  især	  kan	  vi	  se	  en	  
overvægt	  af	  tilmeldte	  fra	  høje	  urbaniseringsområder,	  dvs	  byboere	  ift.	  landdistrikter.	  Så	  ud	  
fra	  det	  er	  ’den	  ældre	  landmand’	  et	  godt	  bud…..	  
	  	  
Når	  der	  er	  færre	  ældre	  end	  yngre,	  der	  tilmelder	  sig	  registret,	  så	  hænger	  det	  bl.a.	  sammen	  
med	  at	  mange	  ældre	  tror	  de	  er	  ’for’	  gamle	  til	  at	  kunne	  bruges	  (det	  var	  også	  rigtigt	  for	  år	  
tilbage,	  men	  i	  dag	  bruges	  donorer	  af	  og	  til	  selv	  om	  de	  er	  i	  80’erne.	  Omvendt	  så	  er	  det	  ’bedre’	  
at	  få	  de	  unge	  til	  at	  tilmelde	  sig,	  da	  de	  vil	  være	  potentielle	  donorer	  i	  flere	  år	  frem,	  end	  de	  
ældre	  kan	  være	  det.	  Så	  ud	  fra	  det	  er	  unge	  mænd	  (og	  kvinder)	  et	  godt	  bud….	  
	  	  
Endelig	  er	  det	  vigtigt	  at	  påpege,	  at	  stillingtagen	  er	  flere	  ting.	  Vores	  holdningsundersøgelser	  
tyder	  på,	  at	  mere	  end	  80%	  af	  befolkningen	  er	  positiv	  overfor	  donation	  (det	  er	  jo	  også	  en	  
slags	  stillingtagen),	  men	  kun	  20-­‐25%	  af	  den	  voksne	  befolkning	  har	  tilmeldt	  sig	  registret.	  Et	  
sted	  herimellem	  er	  der	  nogle,	  der	  har	  valgt	  at	  udfylde	  et	  donorkort	  (uden	  at	  tilmelde	  sig	  
registret),	  og	  endelig	  har	  måske	  op	  mod	  50%	  af	  befolkningen	  taget	  stilling	  ved	  at	  snakke	  om	  
det	  så	  de	  nærmeste	  kender	  ens	  holdning	  –	  hvilket	  måske	  er	  det	  aller	  vigtigste,	  for	  at	  undgå	  
at	  de	  pårørende	  står	  med	  den	  vanskelige	  beslutning,	  hvis	  de	  ikke	  kender	  afdødes	  holdning.	  
  
Som	  nævnt	  er	  der	  stort	  set	  frit	  valg,	  hvis	  bare	  I	  begrunder	  valget,	  og	  det	  skulle	  ovenstående	  
måske	  kunne	  hjælpe	  jer	  med.	  
Hilsen	  og	  god	  arbejdslyst	  
Bjørn	  
	  	  
Bjørn	  Ursin	  Knudsen	  
Fuldmægtig	  |	  sociolog	  
Sygehuse	  og	  Beredskab	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Appendix 6 – Previous Campaign 
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Appendix 8 – Print Media Poster 
 
SCAN
REGISTER.DONATE.SAVE.
ORGANDONOR.DK
LIFE
FOR
DONOR app also available on App Store and Google Play 
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Appendix 9 – Quantitative Survey 
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Appendix 10 – Question Guide 
 
Hypotese: Folk registrerer sig ikke da der for det første ikke er nok information om 
emnet i unges dagligdag, og for det andet fordi unge ikke bliver vejledt i at tage 
stilling til et emne som er tæt relateret til døden.  
 
Noter til tale: 
”En ting, jeg har hørt flere nævne, er… hvad mener resten af jer om det?” 
”En ting, jeg er overrasket over, at ingen har nævnt, er… betyder det noget, eller 
hvad?” (side 59) 
”Studerende i grupper kan eksempelvis fordele opgaverne mellem sig, så én er i 
hoved-moderator, mens en anden kun stiller op følgende spørgsmål.” (side 60) 
 
Introduktion til interviewet: 
- Jeg hedder Ditte, og de følgende time eller halvanden er et fokusgruppeinterview 
omhandlende organ donation og til eller fravalget af at registrere sig. Vi skriver 
bachelor om dette emne og undersøger hvorfor dem som gerne vil donere sine organer 
ikke har registreret sig endnu. 
- I skal vide at dette ikke er et interview som sådan, men hellere en dialog eller en 
diskussion. Jeg spørger, men i behøver ikke nødvendigvis at svare til mig. Det vi helst 
vil have ud af det er en indbyrdes diskussion/dialog om emnet. I skal være velkomne 
til selv at bringe nye emner på bordet hvis det falder jer ind. 
- Hvis der er spørgsmål vi ikke får svar på spørger vi jer direkte. Jeg kan godt finde på 
at spørge enkelte. 
- Hannah tager noter, men er ikke nødvendigvis en del af samtalen. 
- Vi optager jer på bånd og i skal gerne tale højt og tydeligt. 
 
Introduktions runde: 
-       Vil fortælle jeres navn, alder og beskæftigelse? 
 
Redegørende: 
-       Hvad mener I om organdonation? 
-       Har i taget stilling til om I skal være organ donorer? 
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-       Er i registreret som organdonor? 
 
 
Information: 
-       Hvad husker du om det brev fra Sundhedsstyrelsen du fik da du blev 18 som 
indeholdt donorkortet? 
-       Hvordan husker du det? Altså lagde du det på hylden med det samme eller fik det 
dig til at tænke over det og eventuelt undersøge mere om organ donation? 
-       Hvornår blev du først opmærksom på organ donation? 
-       Hvor ofte bliver du konfronteret med organ donation (TV, reklamer, død, venner) 
 
Øvelse: 
(Interview-personerne får udleveret tre stykker papit med tre forskellige informationer 
på. Ditte spørger: Hvilken slags information er der mest af ifølge Jer? Hvilken en af 
vigtigst? 
 
1. Succes historier : “Jeg lever i dag fordi en ældre kvinde døde og donerede 
2. Procedurer: Inden en time skal dine organer doneres  
3. Tal og statistikker: Hvor mange liv som bliver reddet ved organdonation.  
 
 
Personlig: 
-       Når du bliver konfronteret med emnet, for det dig så til at reflektere over din egen 
rolle? 
-       Er organ donation en pligt? I forhold til hvem og hvad? 
-       Er organ donation et personligt valg og hvilke ting skal der tages stilling til? 
-       Hvordan har du med selve tanken om at DINE organer skal doneres engang? DIN 
KROP… 
-       Hvordan har du det med at f.eks. dit hjerte slår i et andet menneske? 
-       Mærkeligt: Er det så fordi tanken om du ikke lever mere? Hvilken del af tanken gør 
dig utilpas? 
-       Fint: Hvorfor har du ikke registreret dig? 
-       Hvad skulle der til at for at du donerede dine organer? 
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-       Hvad holder dig tilbage fra at donere dine organer? 
 
Registrerings-metoden: 
-       Burde folk blive registreret automatisk? 
-       I Sverige, bliver man som 18-årig automatisk registreret som rogan donor med fuld 
tilladelse, hvor man så selv kan gå ind og aktivt framelde sig. Er dette en god ide? 
-       Vidste du at selvom du udfylder donor-kortet er du ikke registreret? 
-       Hvis du nu får et donorkort af os som man kan sende med posten, og går hjem og vil 
registrere dig nu? Hvilken metode vil du så vælge? Donorkortet eller 
sunhedsstyrelsen.dk  
 
Vores kampagne: 
Forklarer ide om app og spørger ind til Schrøder’s fem dimensioner (motivation, 
comprehension, discrimination, position, implementation) 
Motivation:  
- Hvor skal app’en vises for at du gider at kigge på den og bruge tid på at forstå den? 
- Hvilke følelser og tanker bringer det frem? 
Comprehension: 
- Forstår i hvad app’enopfordrer til? 
- Forstår du hvordan den skal bruges? 
Discrimination: 
- Hvad synes du om app’en? 
Position:  
- Hvad synes du om app’en? 
- Hvad synes du om app’en som en kanal for at brede budskabet om organdonation? 
Implementation: 
- Har den her app en betydning for dig?  
- Hvilken betydning? 
- Kunne du forestille dig at registrere dig som organdonor som resultat af denne app? 
 
 
Andre kampagner: 
Jeg vil nu vise jer billeder af kampagner omkring registrering af organdonorer og vil 
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gerne høre jeres mening om dem. 
 
 
 
App’en / Ide-generering 
- Vi vil udvikle en app, som er tilgængelig på smartphones, hvor information omkring 
organdonation, både statistik og personlige udtalelser, er let tilgængelige. Derudover 
vil man lettere kunne registrere sig ved brug af Nem-ID på denne app.  
- Lyder dette som en god ide? 
- Hvor skulle i blive præsenteret for denne app for at i finder den troværdig, 
interessant, behjælpelig?  
 
Outroduktion:  
-       Hvordan synes du det har været at deltage? 
-       Får disse spørgsmål dig til at tænke videre over at registrere dig? 
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Appendix 11 – Focus Group 1 Summary 
 
The first order of business in this focus group was to introduce the moderator and the 
field of interest in the project alongside an explanation of how it was important to 
create interaction amongst the participants. Adittionally the moderator introduced 
herself as Ditte and Hannah as the observer. Subsequently, the participants had to 
introduce themselves. 
 
The focus group consisted of six girls:  Michala, 22, in her gap year between 
undergraduate and masters, Signe, 23, studying communication at RUC, Pernille 21, 
studying Danish at Copenhagen University, Caroline, 21, working full time in Lauras 
Bakery, Mathilde, 22, studying at RUC, and Lea, 23, studying health and nutrition. 
 
The first question posed was: “what are your opinion about organ donation?”.  
In general all the participants agreed upon the fact that it was a good idea. 
Additionally everyone believed it to be a beautiful thing, but it is a big decision to 
make in this point of their lives. 
“It is basically a good idea because it helps safe human lives” (2.55-2:57). 
 
Caroline started by introducing the concept of death into the interview by saying 
“when you are dead, you are dead” (3:19-3:21), and elaborates on some may think 
that their body is them and the thought of their organs to be passed on to other is 
difficult. 
Signe agrees with Caroline in saying when you are dead you are dead. Lea than asks 
her “have you given them your full permission?” (4:29-4:31). 
 
The donor card comes into play, where Mathilde explains that she has not yet 
registered but have filled out the card. She says “When I’m dead I don’t care” (4:54) 
where everyone laughs. 
Mathilde: “If I want to receive organs then you have to give something yourself (4:59-
5.02). It is more the people that are left behind that have a problem with it, where 
Signe tells a story about a friend who wanted to give  
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The second question is “Have you decided on whether you want to be an organ 
donor?” 
Michala explains that she believed that it is a good idea, but it has a lot to do with how 
easy it is to register and how much energy it takes. “It has to be easy for me to 
register, or else it will take mor energy than what it is worth” (6:26-6:32). 
 
Signe explains that she would actually like to spend more time because “I feel I save 
lives in a different way and I would like to be more active”.  
 
The first exercise is explained that the pieces of paper represents different types of 
information about organ donation where the first is procedures, the second is a 
success history and the third is numbers and statistics. Ditte explains that they should 
prioritise them firstly in the order of what they believe to be most of.  
To this question everyone agreed with Signe who explained that information about 
statics and numbers is what she encounters the most. The second representation of 
information is the history of success and the third is the one about procedures. Here 
everyone agrees. 
The next task was for the participants to prioritize them accordingly to what they 
think is the most important is where Michala explain that she think the story of 
success appeals the most to her. Everyone but Signe agrees with her, where Signe 
prefers statistics because facts work on her. She prioritized procedures second, but 
everyone else state that they don not care about procedures because they are dead 
anyways. 
 
The second section of the focus group revolved around the donor card received when 
they turned 18, where the general finding was that many of them were confused about 
what to do with it, further than putting it in their wallets. One of the participants didn’t 
even remember it. Another of the participants, Lea, explained how she thought she 
would decide on the matter, but then she out it in the drawer and it never came up 
again.  
 
Throughout the interview some personal stories came up, for example when Michala 
explains how her grandfather received a kidney at 80, where she and her family would 
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rather have had that kidney to go to someone younger who could use the kidney for a 
longer time. 
 
When asked about how often the participants were encountered with organ donation 
the participants answer with “not often”, “never” and “It is also seldom that you see 
any campaigns”. The only participant who remembers a campaign is Signe who has a 
vague recollection of the campaign “Have you decided?”.  
Mathilde calls for information about it, and asks how many people have signed up and 
explained how that would help her to register. 
 
The second exercise is presented to the participants and explained how they have to 
pick a picture in accordance to the questions asked by the moderator. 
Several intangible notions about organ donation becomes apparent through this 
exercise. Many of the participants choose pictures that connote love, humanity, and 
compassion for your fellow human beings show up. Additionally half of the 
participants pick pictures that involve children, where the reason for their choice is to 
save young lives and life in general.  Signe’s explains her choice as “saving families”. 
The next question asked regarded the personal benefits of organ donation. Again the 
common theme of the answers is saving lives. Alternate themes comes into play, 
where notions of religion come into play. 
Mathilde chose a picture clearly connoting to faith, hope and love, which she reasons 
with “I’m dead right, and then I can give hope to others, and that is also what you 
can connect with humanity” (24:40-24:45). 
 
Caroline explaines her choice of a photo with two children playing with “It could be 
my children, and then you would always donate, and would appreciate so much is 
other people would donate so they could be saved”. 
Michala picked a photo of Buddha which she thinks symbolises the next life after 
reincarnation. 
Signe picked a picture of flowers which she explains would symbolize how she would 
feel about herself, and the mood she would be in if she donated her organs. 
 
The last question in this exercise is about how they would feel about themselves if 
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their organs were in another person’s body. 
Many of the same themes are still prevalent, e.g. love, humanity, but a new is brought 
up by Signe who explains that she believe that it takes more than one person to create 
life and she thinks of the each as a mechanism where we have to help each other in 
order to preserve it. “If we all just think about ourselves then it probably wont survive 
and …”. 
 
The next question regards their perceived own role when they are confronted with 
organ donation. 
Michala explains how she does not feel the responsibility is only hers, where Signe 
states that it is an abstract element. “It is something I am a part of, but it doesn’t only 
depend on me, but it is something we do together, everyone” (30:44-30:49). 
Michala offers her opinion about how one should be confronted more often with the 
topic “you should be ased these questions more often, or confronted with it”, to 
which Lea, Pernille, and Caroline agrees. 
 
Caroline explains that she doesn’t feel like she gets confronted with it enough. She 
explains that when she is talking and thinking about it like in the setting of this focus 
group that she want s to do it, and supports it by saying “hvis man alligevel gerne vil, 
så få det dog gjort” (21:25-32:28). 
 
When asked if the particpants felt that organ donation is a duty, everyone agrees that 
it is not,. They agree on the utterance that it is your own body and you decide 
yourself.. 
 
Throughout the interview certain superstitions comes to the surface, which is apparent 
in Mathilde’s statement: “There are a lot who think it is a bit scary to think about. I 
also so know a lot who are not religious at all but still feel (…) it is like gamling with 
it. What if something happens I don’t know about and then I need my organs”.  
Michala also draws a parallel to someone who wants to be cremated before put into 
the group because of the fear of waking up in a coffin under ground. 
 
The participants also talk about how organ donation needs to be conceptualised in 
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order for it be something everyone wants “It is about creating a norm. A norm where 
it is the right thing to do” (34:40-34:49).  
Michala says that “there is a difference between intention and action and norm and 
action. Norm and action is often connected. Intention and action has nothing to do 
with each other” (36:36-36:41). Signe furthers this notion, but also highlights that to 
her convenience plays a role: “to me it is only about it being too inconvenient, that I 
myself have to look for information” (38:48-38:52).  
To this everyone agrees except Mathilde who highlights the role of science and 
technology, which has not always made this option available. 
 
The moderator asks what would have to happen to make them register, where Pernille 
says information and Michala attention. She exemplifies it by saying that she believed 
doctors should inform you every time you’re there. She adds that “we need 
contraception pills and I don’t know what else, so we’re pretty often there” (38:14-
38:16). 
 
When asked what keeps them from registering Signe says “I don’t know how to do it” 
(38:44-38:45), Michala “I haven’t been confronted wiith it in a long time” (38:49-
38:50) and Caroline “it is not something you think about in your everyday life” 
(38:52-58:53). 
 
The participants discuss that we live in a society where information is easy accessible, 
so it is actually a lack of initiative to find them to which Signe says “Make it more 
comtemporary, so you will find that information yourself” (39:22-39:24). She furthers 
this by saying that she wants it thrown in her face or wants it made contemporary to 
one self. 
 
Mathilde explains how she thinks it is a shame about the media who have portrayed 
organ donation in a negative light, since a documentary shown a couple of years ago 
in DR1. This leads to a discussion of what appeals to people, where mathilde 
advocates for a history of success and the more positive way of appealing, whereas 
Signe adds that, that does not sell. She argues that it is the horrible that make money. 
To this the participants support Mathilde, and neglects Signe’s view. 
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When the way Sweden deals with registration of organ donation the participants are 
very positive which is apparent in the first response by Michala “awesome idea” 
(41:47-41:48). They believe that thisis a good way of actively deciding on it. 
 
Regarding to donor-card it is discussed whether or not it is too early to make that 
decision where Michala says that “I think I’m too young to decide on it (…) but my 
parents too haven’t decided on it so its bot like it is better with time by waiting) 
(44:51-44:55). Signe then contradicts this point of view by saying “well you are 18. I 
had a take on my things when I was 18” (45:01:45:04). 
 
The moderator asks the participant if they would register now if they received a 
donor-card where everyone says yes, except Michala who syas that she would still 
need more information. She also says that “some times you can get scared by reading. 
There are probably stories abuot it from families who have experienced it” (46:45-
46:48). 
 
After the break the moderator presents the idea of the app where it is easier to find 
information, and in collaboration with Nem-ID can sign up to be an organ donor. This 
ventures the questions concerning Schrøder’s five dimension of reception analysis. 
 
The first question is where the participants would like to be presented with the app to 
which Pernille argues it should be when you are on your way somewhere “when 
you’re sitting in the bus or train and you don’t have anything to do” (59:46-59:50). 
She also opposes the app to the poster where you have to use a QR code to scan. She 
argues that it takes much more to get people to scan in stead of just opening an app . 
The participants discuss that none of them have used a QR code before, except 
Michala who have used it twice in a competition. She argues that she did it because 
there was a “carrot in the end”. 
They also talk about how the app needs to be connected to email, so that you would 
get reminders if you haven’t fileld out all of the steps. 
In terms of where to be confronted with the app Michala argues that through friends 
would be a desirable channel “an app is something you hear about thorugh friends 
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normally” (1:00:41-1:00:43). 
 
The moderator asks what thought or feelings it provokes pernille says: “finally 
technology keeps up” (1:01:32-1:01:34) to which she adds that it would make it easier 
and you would decide quicker. 
Caroline explains why she think it is convenient with an app: “You use apps for 
everything, banks, mobilepay, e-boks, and I use my phone more than my computer” 
(1:02:00-1:02:03). To this Lea agrees by saying it has become easy and accessible. 
Signe also supports this by saying that “that is why it wouldn’t be weird to do it 
through your phone” (1:02:12-1:02:15). 
 
When asked if they understand what the app urges to they say yes, and argues that it is 
that more people should register. 
Michala sets herself apart by saying that she wouldn’t be sure of how serious she 
would perceive it, which she explain by “I use my apps on my phone for play, and I 
dor example don’t use my bank on my phone and stuff like that, because I am a little 
bit old-school” (1:02:41-1.02.47). 
To this the others oppose and say that they it is so easy now and Caroline says: “I 
believe that there are more and more people who use their phone for the more serious 
things”(103:37-1:03:50) to which Pernille adds that it can be done while traveling. 
Pernille states that it is difficult to get people to download the app. Because a lot of 
people download apps, if they need them for games or to check one’s account. 
 
When asked about the idea, everyone believe it to be a nice idea and “it is worth while 
trying to reach the young” (1:05:05-!:05:07). 
 
More specifically regarding the app, the participants were asked how many categories 
and choice of words used in the app. They all agreed that it should be a limited 
amount of categories. 
Regarding words, Caroline and Signe agreed that it should appeal in a logical and 
neutral way. Signe adds that “the point of the app it to simplify the decision, the 
decision-making and the process of registering” (1:07.11-0:07:20). 
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When asked about their thoughts about the app as a communicative channel in order 
to widen the knowledge about organ donation and getting people to sign up Michala 
replied “it is enormously relevant for our target group” (1:07:35-1:07:38). Signe 
elaborates on the notion of target group and explains that it could end up being a 
trend, where Pernilel agrees and explains that it is something that you would like to 
share on Facebook. They all agree that it should be optional whether or not to connect 
it to Facebook. 
 
In the end of the reception analysis questions of the app, the participants were asked 
whether they could see themselves register with an app like the one in question where 
they all chime in and say yes and of course and Signe states “much more than with 
other options” (1:09:49-1:09:51). 
Michala is the only one who would not use the app, which she explains that she is old-
school. 
 
The last part of the focus group the participants were presented with five different 
previous campaigns, national as well as international. 
 
The first picture, whih was explained by the moderator, and shows two couples 
standing together in the nude, where one of them has a large scar across the chest. To 
this Mathilde says that it does not create enough “blik-fang” and boring. Three of the 
participants agree that it does not evoke any emotions and it actually looks like a 
campaign for lotion. 
 
The second picture is Vil du være organ donor? 
Signe starts out by saying that it is extremely not serious, and the general opinion 
about this app is that even though the message is fine, the picture is not good as it 
connotes to a theatre curtain, and the famous people make the picture unserious. 
Pernille highlights that this campaign does not encourage people to register but only 
to decide on the matter. 
 
The third picture is of two of the same person, one of them sick and the other healthy. 
Pernille starts out by saying “I don’t know if a scary picture would keep me from 
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doing it in stead of doing itI (1:17:44-1:17:48) Mathilde opposes and explains her 
personal belief that relates to the picture’s message. The other participants argue 
though that it did not do anything for them. 
 
The fourth picture presents the slogan “Organdonation Tag snakken, tag ansvaret!”. 
The participants generally likes the simplicity of this photo bu argues that it would not 
make them register. 
 
The fifth picture is an animated photo of a person giving a part of themselves as a gift, 
where everyone agrees that it is sweet. Michala argues that it is visually beautiful and 
Caroline states that it is illustrated in a sweet way. 
 
The last photo is a picture of a man who is a patient of dialysis.  
Signe starts out by saying she is too cynical and that she can here the violins playing. 
The others argue that he needs to look more sick. There is a general disagreement 
about how violent the add should be. 
Mathilde explains that “a lot of people like… I am giving a gift, I am doing something 
good, I am helping something. I’ll pad myself on the back” (1:22:29-1:22:34). To this 
Signe adds that people want to be identified with a positive image instead of a scary 
one. 
 
In the outro the participants said that they would probably go home and register 
except Michala who still needs more information. 
Signe offers her opinion that it would maybe be too easy to change one’s mind with 
the app, and serve as a stress factor. To this the others disagree however. 
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Appendix 12 – Focus Group 2 Summary 
 
The interview began with an introduction in which the moderator explained what the 
project was about and how the interview would take place, and introduced herself as 
the moderator and Hannah as the observer. Subsequently, the participants had to 
introduce themselves. 
 
The focus group consisted of five girls:  Patricia, 22, studying mathematics at KVUC, 
Mathilde, 22, sales assistant in OZ women, Anna 23, student at Roskilde University, 
Anne-Sofie, 23, private teacher and Lisbeth, 24, biology student at University of 
Copenhagen. 
 
The first question was: “How do you feel about organ donation?” 
The general opinion on organ donation was that it is a good and positive thing. Fie 
said “To me its a good thing, that when your dead, and you have the possibility of 
helping others(...)”  (3.11-3.30). 
Anna added “Its a good thing, but there is a lot to consider, which probably is the 
reason why I have not registred yet(...)” (4.00-4.06). 
 
The second question was “have you considered being an organ donor?” 
Fie starts out by saying “I am one of those lazy people who actually have filled out the 
form, but never sent it” (4.22-4.24). 
Thinking of organ donation is a bit bizarre and morbid and Lisbeth said: “I have 
decided, and they can take everything, but it is important for me that my family and 
relations get the possibility to say a proper goodbye”(5.57-6.03). 
 
The participants all agree that it is important for relatives to be able to say a proper 
goodbye. 
 
The first exercise is explained that the pieces of paper represents different types of 
information about organ donation where the first is procedures, the second is a 
success history and the third is numbers and statistics. Hannah explains that they 
should prioritise them firstly in the order of what they believe to be most of.  
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Patricia feels that she is more often confronted the success stories and is not as 
informed with numbers and statistics of how many people actually die a year.   
Fie: “I am the opposite, because I feel that you hear more about the bad stuff. There is 
not enough who have decided weather or not they want to donate their organs 
Therefore there is high loads of people on the waiting list”  (9.10-9.20). In the media 
it is more convenient to hear about the negative stories on organ donation. 
 
Subsequently, the participants had to organise the information based on what kind of 
information they though were most appealing. 
 
Lisbeth: “I think that if you aim at gaining more people to sign up (...) then the 
negative should be on top. If you only hear about the stories of success, then people 
would think, well then there is enough organ donors(...) if you know that 50 people 
die a year, then you would think ok well they need more organs, I have to decide 
this”(10.36-10.55). Formality and procedure is the least appealing, and is more 
relevant and targeted towards doctors. 
 
The second section of the focus group revolved around the donor card received when 
they turned 18 and the first question was: “How do you remember the letter that 
contained a registration card from sundhedsstyrrelsen?” 
Fie started out by stating “that is the one I have signed, but never sent” (12.00-12.02). 
Mathilde starts interacting with the girls and starts asking about a link and the online 
registration.  
Every time you get a new health insurance card you get a new registration card sent to 
your home address and thereby are reminded about the registration Patricia explains. 
Fie:(…) I have filled it out a couple of times, it’s just the thing with getting it sent(…) 
its laziness” (12.38-12.43). 
 
How do you remember it? Did you throw it away or did you make a decision? 
Patricia says “As 18 year old I just placed it on the shelf(…)” (13.17-13.18). 
The girls generally agree that it is hard to make the decision and think about death in 
the age of 18. Mathilde thought that it was interesting to the read the folder.  
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When asked were they were first confronted with the subject Patricia said “I think it 
was when I watched the hospital” (14.23.14.25) and TV fiction in general. The 
interaction starts as Anna agrees with Patricia. Subsequently, she tells a story about a 
relative who had an organ transplant.  
Fie goes on to elaborate  “I does not happen very often”( 15.13-15.15). They 
articulate how it is a topic that you reflect upon alone, and not regularly something 
that you debate with friends or relatives.  
Lisbeth: “I did it when I got that letter, is discussed it, I have a twinbrother, so we 
received the letter at the same time(…) but I never registred, I am not sure if he did.. 
it’s a matter of laziness” (15.52.15.54). 
You are not confronted or motivated to make a decision very often, and the most 
general thing that the girls associate with organ donation is red folder they received 
when they turned 18. 
 
The next question was “when you front these confrontations in your everyday life, 
does it make you reflect upon organ donation?” 
Patricia started with saying “No because I think that I am very settled with the idea, I 
want to donate everything.. But then its like, you have made the decision and then you 
let go of the though” (17.11-17.22) 
Generally the participants talk about how as 18 year olds they were more religious 
with the thought of not donating their organs. It is scary to think about death in such 
an early age. Becoming an adult you are more conscious about death and why not 
help others? You can save lives. This thought is something they all agree on. 
 
When asked about whether or not organ donation is a duty Mathilde says “No, you 
have the right to choose yourself” (18.18-18-20), here the girls start interacting again 
and Lisbeth answers: “But I think it’s a duty to make a decision”(18.23.18.25). It 
should be much easier to make the decision. Before raising our next question 
concerned with the registration structure in Sweden as an alternative to the one we 
have now, one of the participants suggests that everyone should be automatically 
registered. This way one would have to actively choose not to become an organ 
donor, and this would make people decide. This leads to the next question: “Do you 
think this is fair?” 
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Generally the participants like the idea that everyone are automatically registered and 
actively have to unregister, if they won’t allow anyone to use their organs. 
Patricia says “maybe someone would feel, I would not feel this way, but some might 
feel that: They cannot decide this, then I will just unregister. To prove that it their 
own choice” (19.09-19.20) 
This indicates that it could have a negative impact on the number of registrations. The 
participants discuss the issue of privacy, as Mathilde mentiones how some people 
would possibly feel that it would be invasion of private space. 
Lisbeth articulates how the alternative method for registration  could have a positive 
effect, as it would serve more people and possibly save more lives, as babies also also 
need little hearts.  
The girls agree that donating your organs is a personal choice.  
 
The next question that was raised was: “What thing should be considered in relation 
to organ donation?” Patricia starts by saying: Thus, expressing her concern towards 
authorities e.g. doctors as the media has focus on the negative stories on organ 
donation.  
Generally they agree that there is lack of information and guidance from doctors 
concerned with this subject. 
 
“How do you feel about the thought of your organs is transplanted in another body?” 
 
When this question was posed the participants agree that it is a beautiful thing 
.Lisbeth argues “I think it is amazing, that even though I am dead, I can save 
somebody else’s life”(24.09-24.13) Generally they agree that it is a beautiful thing 
and amazing that you can save somebody else’s life, but Lisbeth also raises a 
question, concerned with the possibility of saving the life of a possible rapist and then 
one of the girls answers to this: “I have been thinking about the same thing, what if 
you end up saving the life of a murderer”  (24.36-24.41). some of the girls reaffirm 
this worry, but then Mathilde breaks in and says “that the amount of psychopaths are 
most definitely not equal to the amount of normal people”. Thus, this discussion ends.  
A part of you can live on in somebody else’s body is a beautiful thing, is something 
they all can agree on and position themselves positive towards.  
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If you think it is a beautiful thing, then why haven’t you registered?  
Anna starts out by saying “In my case it is just pure laziness, that I have been thinking 
about it and then put it sideway” (26.16-26.21). Patricia answers to this that it is hard 
to make the decision when there is no time limit for when to register. Thus, another of 
the girls says that she does not feel like there is no right time to make a decision 
concerned with your own death. 
To this Fie answers that it is not as easy as it seems, when you actually have to think 
about your own death, and maybe this is why people postpone the registration.  
Lisbeth: “delivering the red post card becomes the proof, that you have accepted that 
one day you will die(…)28.03-28.06. 
 
Subsequently, the girls had to do one more exercise in which they had to operate 
visually. 
The girls had to pick one random photo, based on their immediate association with the 
question proposed, first we asked them:  
What would you obtain by donating your organs? 32.12 
Patricia was the first one to explain what photo she had  Picked out “The happy 
Buddha(…) that would be me, if I knew I could help someone when I am 
dead”(32.16-32.27) Both Anna and Fie picked out photos with parents and children 
on it. Thus, as Anna explained it, felt like  it would make sense to know, that you 
made it possible for a child to live a long and happy life. 
Lisbeth: “I choose flowers, because they are a symbol of life. They also wilt and 
die(…) dead flower gives fertilize new flowers(…)” (34.07-34.30) 
Secondly, the girls had to pick a photo, based on their immediate associations to the 
idea that their organs, when they are dead. 
Patricia picks a photo of a woman with burned skin, and says that she would rather 
donate her skin, as it would not be fair if she were dead and looked better than her. Fie 
says: “(…)It made me think about laboratories, it like, if you are an organ donor, 
then it is like, your body has suddenly become a part of a laboratory(…)” (37.01-
37.10.) One of the main themes in interpretation of the images made by the last three 
girls was; light, you can save another human being and Mathilde refers to the flowers 
that Lisbeth picked in the first exercise, as the cycles of life. 
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The exercise is done with and we move on to the next questions; 
Did you know that it’s not just enough to carry around the donor card? 
The girls are aware that you have to register administratively on the internet or send 
the donor card. But, as Lisbeth says: “When I first got the letter, then I just thought, 
then I will just fill this, then place it here and tell it to my mother, without any second 
thoughts(…) (50.52-50.56.) Thus, it was not clear how to register. Many of the girls 
thought it was just enough to sign the donor card, place it in their wallets and tell it to 
their parents.  
 
Then we asked them: If we gave you a donor registration card right now, would you 
go home and sign up? And if so, would you register online or by post. 
 
Most of the girls would register online, as it is easier, and more accessible. 
 Fie: “I think that I would actually post it(…) (52.07-52.11) she also articulates that 
there is something more personal about posting it, as anyone can click on a computer 
button and sign up. Despite this the general opinion is that it is easier and more 
convenient to do it online, and  
Anna says: “I would also do it online”52.18-52.19 
 
Subsequently, we tightened up the questions and moved on to reception analysis of: 
The imaginary app. 
 
 
We explained to the participants that we could like to develop An imaginary app in 
which you could gain information concerned with organ donation and register online. 
The first question we asked them was where they should be presented to this app. in 
order  for them to implement it in their  everyday life? 
The first participant to answer to this questions was Fie, whom thought that it would 
be a great idea to introduce this imaginary app to people through commercials and 
advertisements at the bus stop, on social media, television and generally everywhere 
in which it is possible to commercialise.   
Fie: “I think you would get more out of creating an app, as everyone at this point use 
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their mobile phone(…)”54.16-54.19 
They also expressed a longing for more advertisement and outdoor posters concerned 
with the subject.  If you were presented to it more often and in different spaces then 
you would start recognise it and be more conscious about the subject.  
The participants’ talk about how social media advertisements are not as effective, as 
you learn to ignore them through time. Thus, they think that it would be more 
convenient to have people at universities and schools representing and talking about 
organ donation. Lisbeth think that would be a great idea, as she would like to be able 
to ask  people questions and register immediately i.e. Fie, responds to this that she 
don’t think that people at her workplace, would take their time and talk try to gain 
information on  the topic, but agrees that it would be a convenient at schools and 
universitites. 
 The girls articulated how they would like it to be easy and accessible to register. It 
should be brought up in public forum and social contexts, thus, talking about it at 
universities and schools would be convenient.  
 
The next question raised was whether or not they would be able to understand what 
the app want one to do? (58.26) And neither of the girls would doubt what the aim of 
the app was.  
 
Next we asked them: “Which colours could you imagine in this app.?” The girls 
agreed that the main colours for the app should be red, and Mathilde says: “Hold on 
to the symbolism in the colour that they are already using.”(58.51-52.53)  
The girls thought that the colours were more serious and formal, and they are already 
familiar to one, as it belongs to the same category as some of the other health issues. 
 
How do you like the idea about an app to spread the word of organ donation? 
As it is more and more common to use apps for everything, making an app concerned 
with organ donation would neither be inappropriate or unofficial. They also like that it 
would be an easy accessible way to gain information and register.  
 
When we asked the girls if this app would it mean something special to them?  
Fie answered: “(… )you meet society, exactly where they are(…) it’s more like, why 
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wouldn’t you create an app for it?” (01.01.30-47). The girls generally though that 
registering as an organ donor shouldn’t be an issue, it should be more normalised and 
accessible.  
 
Then we asked them  if they could  imagine that this app could be used as a source for 
gaining information? 
 
If the right answers and information were accessible on this app then it would be 
convenient to use it. The girls agree that this app is something more useful if you have 
not registered, and therefore probably not something you would ever look at again 
when finally making the decision. 
 
Would you use this app to register? 
 
Lisbeth and Patricia of  articulate how they would experience it as inconvenient and 
insufficient to read a lot of information on a tiny screen. As Anna for example, would 
read the information on her phone, but register on a computer. Generally the girls 
agree that it is more convenient to register on a computer, as it feels more save. 
However, if Mathilde hadn’t already registered, she would do it on her mobile phone. 
Fie also think that an app would be a great idea, as more and more people have an 
ipad, that they use as a computer and have access to app store.  
The information available on the app should be short, precise and easy accessible. 
Some of the girls would not use the app. for registering, whereas Fie mention how she 
like the idea that you have the ability to discuss the subject in social contexts, as 
everyone carries around a phone.  
Fie: “Often it is actually a fight with yourself, to register, but suddenly you are sitting, 
now me make a decision, and then that what we do(…)”(01.05.59-06.06).  
Furthermore, Mathilde suggests that someone should develop a virtual donor card. 
And as she says that Lisbeth expresses her concern towards invasion of her privacy 
and the reliability of such a thing. 
 
Next the girls are presented to some earlier campaigns and are asked to comment and 
reflect upon them. The first campaign is called “Scan for life”. It was developed by 
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our fellow student and contains a QR scanning code. Fie is the only participant who 
the QR scan app and she have only ever used it once. Patricia think that scanning an 
app on a bus transit, would be way too official. The girls wouldn’t use the QR code, 
but rather visit the webpage, if they needed to gain information. 
Mathilde:“(…)It a bit drastically, to see a poster(…) download the app and then 
register kind of “ (01.11.17-23). The girls all agree that there should be more focus on 
how to gain information about organ donation, rather than it should be commanding 
people to register.  Subsequently, they expressed concern towards its lack of 
informing about the importance of making a decision.  
 
The second poser that the girls were presented to was a red and white poster showing 
a man who gives something of himself as a gift. 
Patricia says: “That one actually says a lot”(01.12.47.49) . The girls agree that it is 
informative and that they like the positive associations and values of the post, as well 
as its simplified style.  Though, one of  the girls point out the  lack of information on 
how to register and where to gain information.  
 
The third campaign presented to the girls contained the slogan: “organ donation, tag 
snakken, tag ansvaret” translated into “organ donation, make the talk, take 
responsibility”. 
Fie: “it does not say take responsibility for somebody else’s life, it says, take 
responsibility to yourself” (01.14.51-54.) Generally the girls were positive towards 
the message, but they thought that the poster was to boring and simple.  
Patricia: “But it is so boring” (1.14.58- 1.15.00) Mathilde suggests that it could be 
used in continuation to the previous poster and the girls agree. 
 
The fourth poster is a part of a British campaign and it says: “If I needed an organ I 
would obviously take one” and “I might join the organ register, but not right now”. 
The image contains a photo of two men, it is the same man on both photos, thus, he is 
sick on one of them.  
Fie dislike the way that it is trying to be commanding rather than informative: “It also 
implies that you HAVE to sign up” (01.16.29-01.16.31). To this Mathilde answers, 
that it might put things into perspective, to those who have made the decision but not 
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registered. Patricia and Fie think that the poster is too scary, whereas Lisbeth answers 
to this: “But I think that it works” (01.17.28- 01.17.29). This poster would make 
Lisbeth to sign up. Lisbeth: “In this case, I don’t think it about your death, it is about 
your survival” (01.19.44-46). 
The rest of the girls are more sceptics about it. They feel that it is too commanding 
and that the image is too scary.  
 
Poster five: “Din ene  nyre kunne blive mit nye liv” translated into: ”your kidney 
could be my new life”. Patricia notice how happy the man in the photo looks happy 
and Lisbeth continues: “He is someone you would like to help” (1.20.54-1.20.56)  
Patricia says that  he could be your friend, and Mathilde likes that it is positive laden 
and represents the quality of life. It makes you want to sign up. 
Anna criticises the colours and says: “I am thinking about the colours, I don’t think 
that would make me take a stop” (01.22.17-01.22.20).  They agree that a 
personification is a great idea. But it  would be more convenient as a part of a larger 
campaign. 
 
The last campaign “let love live on” is a campaign showing different naked couples, 
in which one of the partners caress the scar that is caused by a heart transplant.  
Patricias first impression is that it is: “Very naked” (01.24.33-01.24.32) The poster 
show too much nudity and the scars are not visible enough. Furthermore, the 
moderator asked the girls if  they understood the message? Fie says: “donate, and 
then let love live on”(01.25.04-01.25.06). Patricia think that there is too much noise 
on the layout. Mathilde agree with this, thus, she likes that its positive.  Mathilde tells 
about some posters created in correlation to women with breast cancer.  
Next we asked them  if the theme was appealing? Patricia answers that she think that 
the poster are a bit exclusive, as it only shows people in happy relationship, and not 
any single people. Lisbeth agrees with this. Mathilde suggests that: “If one should 
redevelop the campaign, then maybe there should also be a kid and a 
grandmother”(01.27.20-24). She suggests that the campaign should use more 
diversity. Lisbeth suggest that the scar should be more visible, as it could easily be 
confused with a body lotion campaign. 
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The last poster: “Vil du være organ donor?” translated to “would you like to become 
an organ donor?” This is the first  poster that someone recognises,  Fie: “I remember 
that poster”(01.28.26-27). 
She remembers that some of the posters in this campaign said “No” and likes that it is 
not commanding. They like that they have used faces that are recognizable. Anna thus 
answers that: “It is not those who catches my attention, that is organ 
donation”(01.29.39 01.29.43). Lisbeth and Mathilde does not like those specific 
people chosen for this campaign. Lisbeth: It is about two people who have made the 
decision”(01.29.48-01.29.50), but  Mathilde likes that it is not too commanding. 
Patricia suggest that the poster with famous people might appeal more to young 
people e.g. 18 year olds, and thereby one could make people take position earlier.  
 
Lastly we asked the girls how they had liked to participate in the interview, and Fie 
starts saying that she appreciated that they had the opportunity to reflect upon the 
subject and discuss it within a social context. Anna are happy to be confronted with 
the subject, and Lisbeth gives props to the visual exercise.  
The final question we asked them was if these questions had make them consider 
registering as organ donors? And in the end of the interview all of the girls considered 
registering.  Once again they mentioned how the confrontation and information have 
motivated them to debate in more social contexts. 
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Appendix 13 – Message on Facebook 
Focus Group 1: 
Kære alle. For det første skal i have mange tak for at deltage i et fokusgruppe 
interview vedrørende organdonation og til- eller fravalget af at registrere sig som 
donor. Interviewet finder sted onsdag d. 30. april på adressen Aksel Møllers Have 3, 
2000 Frederiksberg kl 19.45 hvor der vil blive serveret te, frugt og slik. I opgaven er i 
100% anonyme og ingen udover os, eksaminator og censor vil høre den optagne 
version af interviewet. Interviewet bliver brugt i forbindelse med vores 
bachelorprojekt og i kan senere modtage en færdig rapport hvis ønsket. 
Mvh Hannah Ølsted og Ditte Brødreskift 
Focus Group 2: 
Kære alle. For det første skal i have mange tak for at deltage i et fokusgruppe 
interview vedrørende organdonation og til- eller fravalget af at registrere sig som 
donor. Interviewet finder sted lørdag d. 3 maj på adressen Aksel Møllers Have 3, 2000 
Frederiksberg kl 10.00 hvor der vil blive serveret te og morgenboller I opgaven er i 
100% anonyme og ingen udover os, eksaminator og censor vil høre den optagne 
version af interviewet. Interviewet bliver brugt i forbindelse med vores 
bachelorprojekt og i kan senere modtage en færdig rapport hvis ønsket. 
Mvh Hannah Ølsted og Ditte Brødreskift 
 
 
